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FACTORS AFFECTING SUPERINTENDENT LONGEVITY IN MICHIGAN
Sally Hipp, Ed.D.
Western Michigan University, 2002
Theory and research surrounding the issue o f longevity o f superintendents
seemed contradictory in the literature. On the one hand, the average length of time a
superintendent serves in his/her position has not changed noticeably over the last few
decades. Yet many researchers were reporting a crises in this field because the appli
cant pool seemed to be shrinking and longevity o f superintendents in large urban dis
tricts was reported to be lower than the average longevity rate of 5-6 years. In addi
tion the perception of many of the superintendents in the field was that the turnover
rate o f superintendents was on the increase.
This research looked at superintendents in Michigan to determine if there were
potential risk and protective factors for longevity. A 41 question survey was sent to
all the superintendents in Michigan (n=524) with a return rate o f 64.5%. This survey
included variables that were described in the literature as having a potential to influ
ence longevity o f superintendents. Longevity was defined by two criterion variables:
(1) stayers, and (2) leavers. The stayers were those superintendents who had been in
their current position longer than six years. The leavers were those superintendents
who had been in their current position six years or less. The predictor variables were
formed from the questions on the survey, and were clustered into three groups:
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(1) Superintendent Factors, (2) School District Factors, and (3) School Board Factors.
Six research questions were addressed through stepwise logistic analysis.
The results indicated nine variables that were significant at the .10 confidence
level.
The Superintendent Factors that were protective for longevity included:
•

The length of time the superintendent lived within 25 miles o f his/her
position,

•

The length of time the superintendent spent in a previous position,

•

Leaving the past position for family considerations,

•

The outcome of the last evaluation,

•

The existence of additional retirement benefits in the salary package,

•

The age of the superintendent

The Superintendent Factor that was a risk for longevity was the
micromanagement of the board as that inhibits the superintendent’s effectiveness.
The School District Factor that was protective for longevity was moving from
a suburban district to a suburban district.
There were no School District Factors that were a risk for longevity. Nor were
there any School Board Factors that were protective for longevity.
The School Board Factor that was a risk for longevity was the quality o f the
relationship between the superintendent and the school board.
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CHAPTER I
BACKGROUND TO THE STUDY
Introduction
Is the school superintendency still an attractive, workable profession for men
and women dedicated to quality education? The popular perception of the super
intendency is that it is a position of power and control. However, within the profes
sion the position is often viewed as an impossible job. The superintendent serves at
the will of the school board, and therefore there is little or no job security. Special
interest groups with their own agendas make demands that can be impossible to meet.
It seems there is never enough money. Within the last few decades the applicants for
this position have declined (Chion-Kenny, 1994). Is there a crises in the superinten
dency or is this a position that can still attract the leaders that our schools so desper
ately need?
The position o f superintendent has undergone many changes in the last few
decades. During the 1960’s the superintendent’s traditional role o f “expert” was chal
lenged by many parents and board members because schools were not meeting com
munity expectations (Spring, 1998). The growth of the teachers’ unions and the
increasing media attacks on the American schools put superintendents on the defen
sive. Nonetheless, the (hive for hierarchical bureaucracy and the role o f the super
intendent as an expert manager continued until the late 1980’s (Glass, Bjork, &
1

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

Brunner, 2000). The publication o f A Nation at Risk (United States Department of
Education, 1983) signaled widespread concern over the inability of high school gradu
ates to compete successfully in world markets because o f their low knowledge and
skill levels. Thus began a reform movement that continues today. The 1990s were
characterized as moving toward higher academic standards, and most of the states
have developed assessment programs to monitor and tract the learning progress of
students and schools (Ravitch, 2000).

President Clinton’s first major education

legislation, called Goals 2000, was enacted in 1994 (Ravitch, 2000). This program
provided funds for states to develop standards and assessments, and it authorized a
new federal board to certify national and state standards. The funds were distributed
to the states, and “almost every state began developing academic standards” (Ravitch,
2000, p. 433). As the focus of the school district became that o f curriculum, testing

and assessment, the role of the superintendent shifted from manager to curriculum and
testing expert (Glass et al., 2000).
Coupled with the changes in the role o f the superintendent, turnover of super
intendents has increased dramatically in certain types o f school districts, such as those
located in urban areas (Glass, 1992). Urban school districts retain their superinten
dents on average fewer than three years (Metzger, 1997). At a time when the nation’s
school districts are examining the issues in a search for better schools, public schools
in major cities cannot easily find leaders. The problem is significant in that these dis
tricts educate more than 25 percent o f America’s students (Guthrie & Sanders, 2001).
The number o f available candidates for the position o f superintendent has declined not

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

3
only in urban areas, but in rural and suburban districts as well. Chion-Kenny (1994)
reported that many o f the superintendents and superintendent search consultants she
interviewed indicated that new candidates for the superintendency were shying away
from the position. Reasons given by Chion-Kenny for declining interest in the super
intendency were: (a) an unwillingness to relocate a two-career family, (b) uncertainty
that the job will outlast the tenure of the sitting school board, (c) the increasing politi
cal nature of the job, (d) the rising incidence o f single-issue board members, (e) the
tendency of boards to micro-manage, (f) school district fiscal constraints, and (g) the
seemingly endless reports of board/superintendent hostilities.
Statement o f the Problem
American superintendents have been the subject of study for the past century.
In 1920 and 1930 the National Education Association’s Department of Superinten
dents sponsored national surveys of the American school superintendency. The pur
pose o f these studies was to compile demographic profiles, opinions on key educa
tional issues, and “best practices” in the superintendency. After World War n , the
American Association of School Administrators continued to survey superintendents.
These studies have come to be known in the profession as the ‘Ten-Year Studies”
(Glass et al., 2000). Data on longevity were compiled in each of these studies.
Tenure for most superintendents has stayed about the same in the past four decades.
In the 1971 study the tenure length was six years. In the 1982 study the average
length o f superintendent tenure was 5.6 years. The 1992 study found the average
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tenure to be 6.4 years. The current estimate o f 5-6 years in the 2000 study data is not
a substantial departure from previous decades (Glass et al., 2000)
The responsibility for the quality o f education, in a school district, rests in
large measure with the superintendent For quality to be addressed, superintendents
need to stay in their positions for a longer period of time. Frequent shifts in leader
ship take a toll on districts and impede reform efforts (Glass et al., 2000). It takes a
minimum of five years for any superintendent to make substantive reform a reality in
a district (Fullan, 2001). With superintendents’ longevity averaging 5-6 years, reform
is just getting started when many superintendents move on to a different position.
This study looked at the longevity of superintendents, and determined some o f the
reasons superintendents give for the decisions they make to stay with a district or to
leave for another position.
The coming decade should be a decade of change in the superintendency as
many superintendents reach retirement age. Currently about half of the superinten
dents are over age 50 with the average age o f the superintendent at 53 (Glass et al.,
2000). Considering that most states have early retirement programs beginning at age
55, and that most superintendents retire between the ages of 57 and 60, one can expect
to see many openings in the position o f superintendent during the next decade (Glass
et al., 2000).
With potentially so many openings for the superintendent occurring in the
coming decade, this study examined potential risk and protective factors for longev
ity. Risk factors were defined as those factors that would decrease the probability or

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

5
chances that a particular superintendent would stay in a position for more than six
years. Protective factors were those factors that would increase the probability or
chances that a superintendent would stay in a position for more than six years. '‘Risk”
is a term often used in medical evaluations. Certain populations may be deemed
“high risk” while other populations may be seen as “low risk” for a given disorder
(Kraemer, 1992). Separating influences into risk and protective factors is characteris
tic o f literature relating to drug use and prevention (Botvin, Schinke, & Orlandi, 1995;
McCoy, Metsch, & Inciardi, 1996). Hawkins, Catalono and Miller (1992) summar
ized the possible risk and protective factors for youthful drug use. These factors were
used to further describe potential causes of drug abuse in adolescence. The task then
becomes one o f reducing the risk factors and enhancing the protective factors in drug
prevention programs. With superintendents, having more risk factors for longevity
would result in the likelihood that a superintendent would stay in his/her position less
than the average tenure.
This study examined characteristics of superintendents, school boards, and
school districts as they relate to longevity. In particular, this study explored whether
there were characteristics of superintendents, the districts in which they serve or the
school boards who hire them, that would increase or decrease the likelihood that the
superintendent would stay in his position longer than the average length o f tenure. In
the same way, if a school board knows which characteristics o f a superintendent can
didate are risk and protective for longevity, the board could take that information into
consideration when hiring
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Superintendent Factors
This study looked at the demographics o f the superintendent such as age, gen
der, and ethnicity; financial factors like compensation packages, work history and atti
tudes that superintendents have about their position. Superintendents responding to
this study are a very homogenous group.

Michigan superintendents reflect the

national statistics in that they are mostly male. The United States Census Bureau has
characterized the superintendency as being the most male dominated executive posi
tion of any profession in the United States (Glass et al., 2000). Ascending to the
superintendency for nonwhites and females means getting past a complex mix of
unwritten selection criteria that continue to shape hiring practices (Tallerico, 2000).
Superintendents were surveyed as to their salary and fringe benefits. Salaries
and fringe benefits vary from district to district. Anderson (1989) found salary to be
the highest correlate in determining superintendent’s longevity. Fringe benefits, such
as annuity contributions, are also important since a large number of superintendents
will be reaching retirement age in the next decade (Glass, 1992).
As the position of the superintendent has become more complex, superinten
dents are reporting more stress on the job than before (McCurdy & Hymes, 1992)
More than half o f all superintendents feel considerable or very great stress in the
workplace (Glass et al., 2000).
School Board Factors
The research confirmed that the position o f board members is much more
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political than in the past (Bennet, 1991; Funk & Funk, 1992; Hall & Diflfort, 1992).
School board members come to boardrooms with their own political agendas putting
the job security of the superintendent at stake when there is disagreement Conflict
levels between superintendents and school boards are increasing (Hentges, 1985). As
conflict rises, the evaluation of the superintendent is often in jeopardy since it is the
school board that evaluates the superintendent

Koryl (1996) found the most

important criterion in evaluation was the relationship that existed between the
superintendent and the school board.
School District Factors
The type of school district has a bearing on a superintendent’s decision to
accept a given position. Superintendents are more attracted to suburban districts, fol
lowed by rural districts. Urban districts were the least attractive (Cooper, Fusarelli, &
Carella, 2000). Some districts cannot afford an intensive search for a qualified candi
date (Montgomery, 1991), and are forced to take a less qualified candidate. Some
superintendents cannot afford the cost of living in more affluent districts where own
ing a home in the school district is seen as desirable if not mandatory. In some rural
districts, adequate housing is unavailable.
The wealth of a district was seen to have a positive effect on longevity in the
study done by Newell (1997). Wealth, measured by per pupil expenditures, means
more money in the district to provide necessary programs for students, buy much
needed technology and attract the best teachers and administrators.
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Purpose o f the Study
The purpose o f this study was to examine potential risk and protective factors
for longevity of superintendents in Michigan. This study compares superintendents
who served in their current position for more than six years with superintendents who
had six years or less in their current position. Six years was chosen because the
current estimate of the average tenure for superintendents is 5-6 years (Glass et al.,
2000).

Research Questions
To determine the direction and significance of the predictor variables, Super
intendent Factors, School District Factors and School Board Factors, with the criter
ion variable, Superintendent Longevity, the following research questions were
addressed;
1. What are the superintendent factors that are protective for longevity?
2. What are the superintendent factors that are risk for longevity?
3. What are the school district factors that are protective for longevity?
4. What are the school district factors that are risk for longevity?
5. What are the school board factors that are protective for longevity?
6. What are the school board factors that are risk for longevity?
Assumptions
The following assumptions relating to the study were made:
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1. Factors relating to superintendent turnover are identifiable and measurable.
2. Some factors negatively impact superintendent longevity while others have
a positive relationship.
Limitations
1. Participants in the study are limited to the state o f Michigan.
2. The study is limited to the validity and reliability of the instruments used.
3. The study is limited to the factors recognized on the survey instrument.
4. The study is limited to the perceptions of the superintendent regarding the
factors listed on the survey instrument.
5. Superintendents who left their positions were not surveyed. This study is
limited to only those superintendents currently holding a position as superintendent.
Definitions
Longevity - The length of time a superintendent spends in his/her position.
Rural School District - A public school district in which the major economic
activity is agriculture, ranching, mining or summer recreation. (Bahgat, 1993) and
with an enrollment of less than 2,999 pupils.
Suburban School District - A public school district bordering an urban center
of more than 250,000 people with an enrollment of between 3000 and 24,999 pupils.
Superintendent • The chief executive officer o f a public school district.
Urban School District - A school district in a high density population center

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

where the school enrollment exceeds 25,000.
Wealth of District - The wealth o f the district is measured by the per pupil
expenditures.
Outline o f the Study
Chapter I contains background information and identifies the need for the
study. Chapter I also presents the research question, hypothesis, assumptions, limita
tions, and definitions appropriate to the study.
Chapter H is a review of the literature relevant to factors influencing
superintendent longevity.
Chapter in presents the methods and procedures used in the study. Included
are details about the sample, the survey instrument, data gathering and data analysis
procedures.
Chapter IV contains the results and statistical analysis o f the study, in both a
narrative and a tabular form.
A summary of the findings, conclusions, implications, and recommendations
for further study is presented in Chapter V.
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CHAPTER n
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
Introduction
The school superintendency, now more than 150 years old in the United
States, has grown in scope, size and complexity as education has taken on more func
tions. As the position has grown broader in scope, the superintendency has come
under closer scrutiny by courts, governments and attentive publics. As we enter a
new century, the profession o f the school superintendency is more important than it
has ever been. Superintendents must be well grounded in their knowledge of financial
management, organizational and group behavior, child growth and development,
instruction in the basic subject areas, current research on education, assessment and
evaluation, and the current political climate (Blumberg, 1985). Superintendents today
find themselves in roles that are different from even a decade ago. The rapid increase
in both number and diversity of students in America’s urban areas demands new skills
o f teachers and administrators (Houston, 2000). There has been an explosion in infor
mation and knowledge as a result o f the wide use of the Internet that threatens to
increase the digital divide between the wealthy and the poor. Add to this mixture the
national commitment to high standards and the additional stress on the superinten
dency becomes clear. The problem is that most superintendents find their knowledge
in these areas to be insufficient given the existing climate in American education
II
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(Carter & Cunningham, 1997).
Is there a crisis in the superintendency? Current superintendents seem to think
so. Superintendents believe there is a crisis in the profession, and are concerned about
future recruiting of new and talented leaders (Cooper et al., 2000). As the demands
increase for this position, so do the employment opportunities for superintendents o f
the 21st century. A prudent estimate is that during the coming decade half of the
nation's superintendents will be replaced (Glass et al., 2000). Nationwide, stories
abound about vacant superintendent positions attracting far fewer applicants than in
the past (Glass et al., 2000). Reports from school boards and search consultants point
to a shortage of people willing to take on the top district management post Cities are
finding fewer and fewer candidates willing to apply for these jobs. Paul D. Houston,
executive director of the American Association o f School Administrators (AASA),
laments that “administrators who may be considering the superintendency look at
those already in those roles, see how unbalanced their lives often are, and say “Thanks
but no thanks I” (Houston, 1998, p. 44).
Superintendent Longevity
Short tenures create a public perception o f increased instability, lowered
morale, and a loss o f organizational direction. Some observers describe the frequent
turnover o f urban superintendents as graphic evidence of the growing unmanage
ability of those large districts (Glass, 1992; McCurdy, 1992). They point to the rela
tive stability of suburban districts or to former periods when tenures were longer,
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leadership stable, and schools were perceived as successful in educating children. If
tenures are short, a question is raised regarding how can big city superintendents
launch long-lasting, substantive school reform?
Changing schools is a complex business. All change involves anxiety and
struggle. School reform has generally been a top down reform and most school sys
tems are suffering from overload (Fullan, 2001). Ownership of the process of change
is essential. At the foundation, school reform is a cultural change and this cultural
change is a three to five year process (Fullan, 2001). Leadership for change requires a
careful mix of pressure and support as superintendents work with school boards and
the principals in each school to bring about the needed reform.
Tenure is another term often used to indicate the length of time a superinten
dent has held the post (Yee & Cuban, 1996). Twentieth century trends in tenure indi
cate that the average tenure for superintendents in the 25 largest school districts
ranged from a high of more than 15 years in 1937-39 to a low of 5.8 years in 1990
(Yee & Cuban, 1996). This confirms the suspicion that tenures are shorter than in the
past, but it also challenges the conventional notion, reported in 1991 (Jackson &
Cibulka, 1991; Winerip, 1993), that the average full tenure had fallen to less than 3
years.
One possible explanation for the apparent discrepancy between the published
reports and the popular belief that tenures are less than 3 years could be that there was
an attempt to distinguish between the interim superintendent and the permanent super
intendent

Between two superintendents, there is usually an interim period,
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sometimes lasting for more than a year. Often during that period an interim super
intendent is hired, but the person knows from the beginning that his position is only
temporary. This may account for some of the shorter tenures o f superintendents.
Factors Affecting Superintendent Longevity
This study examines potential risk and protective factors for longevity of
superintendents in Michigan. Newell (1997) studied factors affecting superintendent
tenure in Missouri and divided these possible mediators into the following three
groups: (1) Superintendent Factors, (2) Board Member Factors, (3) and School Dis
trict Factors. The balance of the literature will be presented within this framework.
Superintendent Factors
Retirement
The 1992 AASA Study data indicated that a large number of superintendents
would be reaching retirement age (57) in the later part of the decade (Glass, 1992).
This suggests that superintendents’ turnover will increase. The AASA 2000 Study
data bore that out with nearly 50% o f the superintendents in their first superinten
dency. There was an unusually high number of superintendents just entering the
profession during the 1990s to fill the vacancies caused by these retirements.
Retirement continues to be a major reason for superintendents leaving their
position. In a recent national survey (Glass et al., 2000), a random sample of 2,979
school superintendents was given a new survey instrument called the SPEAR
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(Superintendents Professional Expectations and Advancement Review). The return
rate was 57.7%. The majority o f the respondents in this study (68.4%) were in the 5059 age range. In addition, 10.7% of the respondents were over 60 years o f age.
Given the number o f superintendents over the age of 50, retirement will continue to
be a significant reason for superintendents leaving their positions (Cooper et al.,
2000).

With so many superintendents over the age o f 50, the pension system is criti
cal for superintendents. Superintendents in the SPEAR survey were asked whether
they were currently vested in their state pension program. This is an important issue
because K-12 educators are often members of a retirement program that is specific to
the state in which they work (Auriemma, Cooper, & Smith, 1991). The great majority
of the sample superintendents (86.2%) were fully vested in a retirement program.
Being vested means that an educator can reclaim both their pension contribution and
whatever financial contributions the district and state have made. The SPEAR study
also asked respondents to indicate the number of states in which they are vested—an
indicator of previous job mobility. Most superintendents (80.3%) were vested in a
single state (Cooper et al., 2000, p. 28). This shows a tendency for superintendents to
remain in one state for their careers and thus to build a pension in that state’s retire
ment program. These data indicate the importance o f pensions in the mobility of
superintendents, at least across states.
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Salary
The superintendent of a school district can be compared to the Chief Executive
Officer (CEO) o f a corporation. He or she is responsible for the day to day running o f
the school district When Chicago Public Schools found itself wanting to hire a new
superintendent in 1993, they decided to also look at persons who currently held the
position of CEO in a major firm. But in conducting their nationwide search, Chicago
found that CEOs were not interested in the superintendency. Chicago board member
Jack Valinote cited three major problems a district faces in attracting CEOs:
1. Pay is inadequate (only $175,000 in Chicago as superintendent compared to
anywhere from $400,000 to several million that CEOs were used to).
2. They get treated like garbage.
3. They get run out of town. (Jones, 1994, p. 24)
Anderson (1989) found salary to be the highest correlate in determining super
intendent turnover. She speculated that the reason for the high correlation could be
two-fold. A school board wanting to retain a superintendent may offer the existing
superintendent a higher salary. If a superintendent continues to get good raises, that
was a reason why tenure was longer in those districts. Further, the higher salary could
be an indicator that the superintendent was at the apex o f his/her career and was there
fore less mobile. Glass (1992) found superintendent salaries doubled between 1971
and 1982. In 1992, Glass found that while most superintendents are well-paid within
their communities, they still did not have the benefits or “perks” o f their counterparts
in the private sector.
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The 2000 AASA Study data (Glass et aL, 2000) did not ask for salary amounts
from their respondents. The reason given for this is that the financial composition of
the superintendent’s salary package is often very complex. The fringe benefits absent
from the salaries reported in the earlier decade have now become very much a part o f
current superintendent’s salaries. Among fringe benefits often found in superinten
dents’ salary packages are: (a) annuity contribution, (b) paying all the superinten
dents’ state retirement system costs, (c) district leased vehicle, (d) term life insurance,
(e) whole life insurance, (f) professional development allowance, (g) social security
contributions (Glass et al., 2000). Glass suggests that more study needs to be done on
superintendents’ compensation packages.
Superintendents’ compensation becomes even more confusing when one looks
at the number of hours most superintendents put on the job. Superintendents in some
districts do not make as much as teachers on a daily or hourly basis (Glass, 1992).
Superintendents are on call 24 hours a day. Glass points out that this has diminished
the lure o f higher salaries in administration and the motivation of classroom teachers
to become administrators. Glass et al. (2000) states that:
Even a $20,000 or $25,000 salary increase may not be attractive to many
potential superintendents, owing to the fact that they must move their families,
endure many more work evenings, have virtually no job security, be on call 24
hours a day and take a barrage o f criticism from board members, employees,
unions, and unhappy community members, (p. 2)
In addition, the increase in pay may not be enough to offset the income from a spouse
who has to leave a position when the other spouse wants to move.
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Academic Preparation
Academic preparation is an important part o f any profession. The academic
preparation of superintendents varies considerably from the orderly process
encountered in many other professions such as medicine, law, accounting, and dentis
try. The professional requirements for licensing in those professions are well defined.
In contrast, the superintendent usually begins as a classroom teacher and then obtains
his/her administrative credential on a part-time basis while teaching. The career path
of the superintendent may include being a coach, a principal, a central office admini
strator and then a superintendent
The superintendent may have a MA degree, a specialist degree, and/or a doc
torate degree. Forty-five percent o f superintendents have doctoral degrees, and nearly
all those degrees are in educational administration (Glass et al., 2000, p. 128). This is
a 12% increase over the 1992 study. About one quarter of superintendents rated their
graduate programs in educational administration to be “fair” or “poor” (Glass et al.,
2000, p. 142). Unlike previous studies, the 2000 study focused on the preparation of
superintendents. There is very little literature focusing exclusively on superintendent
preparation. Most published studies combine superintendents with principals and
other types o f administrators. Glass states in the 2000 AASA study that “Superinten
dents in the new century will be spending much more tune working with community
groups, responding to state-mandated assessment programs, and acting as champions
of public education m the face of school choice, vouchers, privatization, and home
schooling” (p.viii). Glass believes that preparing the superintendents o f tomorrow
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should become a much higher priority for states, higher education institutions and the
profession itself
There is a move among some urban districts to turn to the business community
to search for their superintendents. Individuals with business backgrounds and no
educational credentials have headed many districts including Milwaukee, Wisconsin
and Minneapolis, Minnesota (Jones, 1994). Jones reported that the Chicago board of
education included in its search for a new superintendent in 1993, hiring a person with
military and/or business background.

The above mentioned districts are urban

districts, and many believe that it is the urban districts which are in the most trouble.
School boards and the communities they represent, want to find a leader who will
“fix” what is wrong with a district.
Total Years in District
Glass et al. (2000) found that very few superintendents (8.8 percent) have
spent their entire careers in one school district. This means that most superintendents
are likely to move several times from the time they begin as a teacher until they
become superintendent. Most superintendents are over fifty years old with very few
(.7%) less than forty (Glass et al., 2000, p. 19). If a person begins teaching in the
early twenties, and very few of the superintendents are less than forty, the career path
to superintendent is easily 20 or more years. During this period o f time, one may
need to move to other districts when opportunities for advancement do not present
themselves in the district where one is currently employed.
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The years a person served in the district prior to becoming a superintendent is
a determining factor in superintendent turnover (Carlson, 1962). Carlson used the
concept of career-bound and place-bound to differentiate between superintendents
who ascended to the superintendency from a different position within the district and
those who came in from outside the district to assume the superintendency. In his ini
tial study in 1959-60, he found that the place-bound superintendents had an average
tenure of 8.3 years as compared to 4.6 years for the career-bound superintendent.
Fenske (1971) pointed out that

m o b ility

was influenced by whether a person was

place-bound or career-bound. The place bound person tended to have ties to the area
and was there prior to assuming the superintendency and would quite likely remain in
the community after leaving the superintendency. The career bound superintendent
values opportunity over ties to a single community and is one who is more open to
new positions in other locales.
Perceived Stress
A certain amount of stress is present m any professional position. Stress is not
necessarily an unhealthy condition, but if frustrations become too extreme, and super
intendents have no healthy ways to release them, stress can become disabling. Super
intendents under high levels of stress might make decisions without benefit o f reflec
tion and rational thought Personal relationships may suffer. Nevertheless, pressure
on superintendents is being felt at varying degrees in all o f the nation’s schools.
McCurdy and Hymes (1992) found that superintendents report more stress
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than in the past Glass (1992) found stress among superintendents to be reported
more often in the AASA study o f American superintendents than in the 1982 study.
Glass et al. (2000) report that stress levels perceived by superintendents in the 2000
study show a “disturbing, but largely predictable trend” (p. 72) with even a higher
number o f superintendents reporting considerable stress on the job. More than half
(51.5%) o f all reporting superintendents indicated that they feel considerable or very
great stress in the superintendency. Another 40.9% indicated a moderate level of
stress. Interestingly, very great stress is felt more often by superintendents of very
small school districts (Glass et al., 2000, p. 73). Glass recommended the higher edu
cation preparation programs might consider incorporating stress management training
within their educational administration course work. Additionally, Glass et al. (2000)
found that very great stress is felt more often by superintendents in the 40 to 44 year
old category (p. 73).
When stress continues and becomes habitual, it can lead to burnout. Bumout
can occur when superintendents feel high stress and have no healthy way of releasing
that stress. They generally do not perform as well because leaders become more pre
occupied with handling the stress than with developing the organization’s potential
(Graf, 1996). Graf, in his study on superintendent bumout in public schools, sought
to identify whether demographic factors including gender, size of district, years o f ex
perience, age of superintendent, type o f district or type of community were factors in
superintendent bumout The Bumout Assessment Inventory along with a survey was
sent to 265 superintendents in California Public Schools. The three environmental
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variables of isolation, board support and staff support were significant-factors in
superintendent bumout This study reinforces the strong need for healthy super
intendent/board relations.
Superintendents may be drawn to the human services through what is
described by Edelwich and Brodsky (1981) as noble aspirations and high enthusiasm.
With the pressures attributed to this position, and the isolation connected to the job,
disillusionment sets in. Superintendents often complain that their jobs have turned
out to have little to do with the educating o f children. Edelwich and Brodsky indicate
that as administrators rise in pay and status they find themselves getting farther from
the people they seek to serve. Once promoted, these individuals often find that they
miss their students and co-workers.
Gender
In 1993, women comprised 5.6 percent of the superintendencies in the nation’s
K-12 school districts (Burstyn & Tallerico, 1996). O f the 2,262 superintendents
responding to The 2000 Study of the American Superintendency. 297 were women
(Glass et al., 2000, p. 78) or 13% of the total number of respondents. The question
arises as to why is the top job of the education field so under represented with
women?
Increases in the numbers o f women superintendents have occurred in very
small rural districts and for women of color in large urban districts (Ortiz & Whisler,
1988). There is a hierarchy in districts that make one district more desirable than
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another Ortiz and Marshall (1988) suspect that district size, type of population, and
budget are the key indicators. Opportunities for women in small rural districts where
salaries are lower and large urban, districts where the problems abound have increased
for women primarily because of the reluctance o f white males to pursue these posi
tions (Burstyn & Tallerico, 1996).
Fatigue is particularly acute among women superintendents in small rural
areas (Burstyn & Tallerico, 1996). These smaller districts can be the most difficult
for a superintendent because there are fewer central office personnel to help make
decisions and share the workload. Since budgets are determined by enrollments,
smaller districts have less money to hire needed personnel. Superintendents’ salaries
are less in the small rural districts. With a larger workload and smaller pay, these
positions may be the least satisfying. Greater stress is reported among superinten
dents in small districts (Glass, 1992; Glass et al., 2000).
Discriminatory practices and barriers limiting opportunities for women
abound. The 1992 AASA study found that female superintendents reported that dis
criminatory hiring practices were a problem four times more often than their male
counterparts. The majority of men in the 2000 sample believe that most of the bar
riers fisted in the survey were not factors limiting administrative opportunities for
women, while women themselves reported all of the factors to be either important or
somewhat important factors (Glass et al., 2000 p. 89). Perceptions were very differ
ent. Unless these practices and barriers are addressed, attaining the position and
mobility within the profession will remain difficult for women.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

The United States Census Bureau has characterized the superintendency as
being the most male-dominated executive position o f any profession in the United
States (Glass et al., 2000). Seventy-one percent o f female superintendents responded
that they were working under their first contract. More than one-third o f the 297
female superintendents had been superintendents for fewer than 3 years and 58% had
served fewer than 5 years (Glass et al., 2000, p. 17). This suggests that the gains for
women as superintendents are very recent.
Ethnicity
The most recent data on minorities in the position o f superintendent can be
found in the 2000 AASA Study data. O f the 2,262 superintendents responding to the
2000 study, only 117 are minorities. African Americans account for 5.3% o f the sam
ple followed by 2.7% Hispanic superintendents (p. 104). In no small measure, minor
ities in the superintendency are underrepresented. Enrollment data as of January 1999
(p. 109) show that white male and female superintendents are serving in districts that
have smaller enrollments than districts where minorities are serving as superinten
dents. Nearly half (46%) of the minority superintendents are employed in urban dis
tricts with more than 50,000 students (Glass, 1992).
It can be a difficult task for minorities to acquire their first position as a super
intendent Ascending to the superintendency for nonwhites means getting past a com
plex mix o f unwritten selection criteria that shape superintendent search and hiring
practices (Tallerico, 2000). These criteria are largely invisible because they do not
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appear in either advertisements of desired qualifications or public forums typically
associated with employing a new superintendent These unwritten rules involve
“headhunters’ and school board members’ hypervaluing “how we connected with the
candidate” and “who we could relate to best”. This is more likely to disadvantage
people o f color who often are different from the white males doing the headhunting
and interviewing (Tallerica, 2000).
Leadership Style
Harmony between superintendents and boards can be enhanced by similarities
of leadership styles. Katz (1993) examined two basic kinds of styles: nomethetic
(task-centered) and idographic (relationship-centered). These two extremes when ap
plied to boards of education are sometimes referred to as corporate style and familial
style. Superintendents and boards o f education at opposite ends of this leadership
spectrum are a recipe for disaster, while superintendents and boards with similar
styles can build tighter alliances. Differences in leadership style correlate positively
with superintendent turnover (Katz, 1993). Leadership style needs to be more closely
examined when hiring occurs.
Superintendents were asked to state the specific number of hours they spent
per week in direct communication with board members (Glass et al., 2000). The 2000
study indicates that 62.1% o f superintendents spend three or fewer hours per week
communicating directly with board members.

On a seven-member board, this

represents an average o f 1/2 hour per week per board member. A 1994 study showed
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that superintendents who were judged to be exemplary, spent more than double the
amount o f time reported in the 2000 study (Carter, Glass, & Hord, 1994). This study
would suggest that a close relationship with the board, evidenced by communication
that occurs on a regular basis is the one o f the most important things a superintendent
can do to ensure his/her success. The importance of this communication with the
board cannot be underestimated.
School Board Factors
Age. Marital Status, and Education of Board Members
Freeman, Underwood, and Fortune (1991) defined the typical board member
in America as married, white male, age 41-50, with children in school. He has a col
lege degree, is a professional and earns $40,000-550,000 per year. He was recently
elected to the board, has three years or less service, and serves on a seven member
board. Female representation is increasing with 34% of board members being female
(York, Keough, Underwood, & Fortune, 1991). These changes promise to continue
with ever increasing minority and female representation on boards across the country.
Pacific states are moving faster toward a changing board with 45% female representa
tion on their boards (Freeman et al., 1991). Freeman and associates see boards begin
ning to move toward more closely resembling the ethnicity and gender o f their consti
tuency.
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Existence of Pressure Groups
The existence of pressure groups in their school districts is confirmed by 57.6
percent of the superintendents (Glass et al., 2000). Pressure groups can form over
many issues. Looking at a local newspaper often will give the reader insight into the
educational politics of that community. Issues such as school prayer, vouchers, bud
get, aspects of the curriculum, or the urging of the board to fire or retain a staff mem
ber are among issues that account for most o f the 800 pressure groups mentioned by
the superintendents in the recent 2000 AASA study.
Sometimes the pressure groups are represented by members o f the school
board. A pressure group may support a certain candidate for the board election
thereby ensuring their particular agenda is addressed. When board members them
selves represent special interest and pressure groups, this tends to create board divi
siveness and problems in district administration (Carter & Cunningham, 1997).
Sixty-five percent o f superintendents say that community pressure groups have
emerged in their districts to influence the board (Glass, 1992). The larger the district
the higher the predominance o f pressure groups with 87.3% o f the superintendents in
districts with an excess o f 25,000 enrollment indicating the presence o f pressure
groups (Glass, 1992). More recently, it was found that 90.5 percent of responding
superintendents in larger districts cite the existence o f pressure groups (Glass et al.,
2000).

The research confirms that the position o f board member is much more politi
cal than in the past (Bennett, 1991; Funk & Funk, 1992; Hall & Diffort, 1992;
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Szeptycki & Dodge, 1993). Political agendas include, integration, nepotism, the
“fundamentalist right”, spending issues, vouchers, charter schools, achievement
issues, athletics, and sex education to name a few. This is really nothing new. Histor
ically, the boards across the country have been composed of individuals seeking to
extol their own political agenda on the public schools. Dancing in the 40’s and 50s
was an issue. Objections were raised about flag salutes and the Pledge of Allegiance
in the 60’s. Busing to achieve racial balance in the schools was also a hot topic in the
60s and early 70s. The 80’s and 90’s have seen the emergence o f a new kind o f dissi
dent. Biblical creationism as science has reemerged in some localities. Mastery
learning, cooperative learning, restructuring, sex education, thematic units, drug
awareness programs are all topics that are talked about for hours in board meetings
across the country.
As board members increasingly come to boardrooms with their own political
agendas, the future does not look bright for superintendents. Disharmony appears to
be one of the major reasons for superintendent turnover. In a survey of 246 super
intendents in California, the following was revealed:
1. At the time the superintendents vacated their positions, a full two-thirds of
the boards indicated dissatisfaction with the superintendent
2. A majority o f the superintendents leaving under a disharmonious situation
failed to have their contracts renewed.
3. Board/superintendent disharmony is the major cause o f superintendent seat
vacancies by a very wide margin (Giles & Giles, 1990, p. 4).
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These data identify an important source of problems between many
superintendents and their boards. Many superintendents coming from the teaching
ranks are suspicious of parents when they are teachers and of board members when
they become superintendents. This might be one o f the reasons why superintendents
spend so few hours communicating with the board. Board meetings are far from ideal
as a time and place for a superintendent to communicate with board members. It
would seem that superintendents need to make a concerted effort to telephone, email
or meet informally with their board each week.
Joseph Hentges (198S) looked at the politics of superintendent and school
board linkages. His study consisted of 188 superintendents and 379 school board
members in districts with student enrollments above 25,000. Pertinent in this data are
the findings that conflict levels in general proved higher than had been indicated in
earlier research. Some argue that school boards are too impatient today, that they
become too involved in the day to day affairs of running a school district, and that
they challenge the superintendent for power and control over the district, to the deter
ment o f the educational program (Bradley, 1990)
Carson (1999) chose to investigate superintendent turnover in five small, rural
school districts in Montana, which showed a historically low rate of superintendent
tenure over the last 21 years. All five schools historically employed a superintendent
in the dual role of principal and superintendent. Agriculture was the primary industry
in these locals and each district was geographically isolated from other districts. The
sample included school board chairpersons in the districts observed. The researcher
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used the term solidarity to describe the relationship between the school board chiefs
and the superintendents in these five districts. Solidarity is defined in this context as
the sharing of a common identity through the use of sacred symbols. This comes
about through frequent interactions across a variety of contexts says Carson (1999),
and solidarity was found to be the major contributing factor to the longevity of the
superintendents in these five districts. Solidarity seems to go beyond shared com
munication. It means a oneness o f purpose between the board and the superintendent
and the use of common symbols to describe it
The changing political climate can be problematic for a superintendent not
only in relationship to the school board, but also with other local political figures.
Pressure groups can be just a few very influential people. Hunter (1997) looked at the
role of the mayor of several large cities as it pertains to superintendent longevity. In
these communities, the mayor had begun to assert greater control over public schools.
These officials had everything to gam and nothing to lose in promising to reform local
schools. Schools, unlike superintendents, do not have to demonstrate tangible im
provement. Officials can also scapegoat superintendents for any lack of real improve*
ment that becomes apparent Rhetoric can sway people’s opinion, but it often does
litde to show real improvement in student achievement and promote long lasting
school reform.
Most superintendents and school boards see community/school activities
through a lens o f involvement rather than as “pressure” politics (Glass, 2000). How
ever, for various reasons, some o f these groups become pressure groups. When a
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school district relies heavily on local property taxes for funding, local taxpayer groups
can pressure school boards over budget matters. Pressure groups can be a major rea
son that a superintendent would leave a district Glass noted that almost 15% o f the
superintendents indicated that a conflict with school boards precipitated their move.
Only 10.2% of the superintendents in the largest districts said this was the case. In
contrast 24.8% o f superintendents in the smallest districts indicated they had left
because of board conflict (p. 69).
Evaluation
Evaluation often plays a part in a person’s desire to stay in a position or leave
that position. If the expectations are clearly defined and a person’s performance is
based on some objective measurement, there should be some job security. Super
intendents are no different. Klenow (1996) found that nearly all superintendents in
Michigan public school districts reported that formal personnel evaluations were con
ducted for executive administrators in their school districts. Respondents reported
that evaluations served multiple purposes which included decisions about salary,
retention and performance improvement
In a study o f superintendents’ evaluations in Indiana public schools, Koryl
(1996) found that more than 78% o f the superintendents were being formally evalu
ated by the school board. The most important criterion in evaluation was board and
superintendent relations. In this study, there was found to be a positive correlation
between the salary o f the superintendent and the presence o f a formal evaluation—the
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higher the superintendent’s salary, the more likely it was that the superintendent
received a formal evaluation.
Glass (1992) also investigated the extent to which superintendent job descrip
tions are used to establish the criteria for performance evaluation. He found that the
majority (88%) of responding superintendents do have a written job description, how
ever only 57% o f them are evaluated according to the written criteria contained in
their job description. The criteria used most often to evaluate superintendents cur
rently is to assess how well the district attempts to meet the state assessment standards
(Glass et al., 2000). The accountability theme is strong, and reflects a decade-long
trend toward high stakes testing throughout the nation.
Illinois has enacted legislation mandating that pay raises be allotted to super
intendents where the district has seen increased student performance on standardized
tests. Variations of this concept has been the case in many districts—Houston,
Cincinnati, Minneapolis, Philadelphia, and Palm Beach County Florida—as well as
smaller districts across the country (Bushweller, 1997). This may well be a trend for
the 21st century (Glass et al., 2000). A national survey revealed that 55% o f school
board members believe pay for performance could help improve student achievement,
but that 62% of superintendents do not believe pay for performance would help
improve the performance of students (Bushweller, 1997).
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School District Factors
Wealth of District
Some districts cannot afford an extensive search for a qualified
superintendent Turnover in superintendents triggers expenditures for job searches,
which range from $1,500 to $50,000 (Montgomery, 1991) and take as many as eight
months or more. Expenses related to the search include substitute compensation for
staff participating in the screening committees, lodging for the candidate, visitation
costs for the committee, extra secretarial costs, and after hours custodial and utilities
costs. Even greater costs may result if the district decides to compensate a superinten
dent for the remaining term of the contract These costs could range from fifty thou
sand to several hundred thousand dollars, depending upon the years remaining and
costs of vacation and/or health benefits.
Glass et al. (2000) wrote of the concerns that superintendents had in applying
for new positions. When a superintendent signs a contract, most of the time a family
moves—not just the applicant. Housing can be a serious problem, especially when
moving to a district with high housing costs, or to a rural district where adequate
housing does not exist. Superintendents’ salaries often do not make it financially
practical to live in certain districts, even though this may be a requirement o f the posi
tion. When factoring in the higher cost o f living, what looks like a pay increase may
actually be a decrease in spendable dollars. In these cases superintendents may be
moving up the career ladder, but losing ground financially. For those who look below
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the surface, situations like these may actually inhibit those who may otherwise move
into another superintendentency.
Size and Type of District
A large percentage of superintendents (92.9%) prefer to work in the type of
district in which they currently work (Cooper et al., 2000). Overall, superintendents
were most attracted to suburban districts, followed by rural districts. Urban districts
were the least attractive overall, with 81.7 percent o f superintendents in this study
indicating “low or no” attraction to urban districts.
There is an inherent danger in treating the superintendency market as unitary
or unidimensional (Cooper et al., 2000). The superintendent market is segmented by
type and size. Suburban systems alone come in all sizes and with a range of racial,
social and economic differences. The United States has more suburban districts than
large urban or small rural districts (Cooper et al., 2000). Large urban districts tend to
either hire “from within” or select leaders from other big cities (Kowalski, 199S).
Large urban districts have a substructure which often includes assistant superinten
dents and other supervisory positions that provide a ready source for applicants when
a vacancy in a superintendent position occurs. It may be difficult to recruit across
types of districts (rural to urban, urban to rural, suburban to rural or urban). For this
reason there may be a shortage of superintendents in suburban districts for example,
while rural and urban districts may have enough applicants for an open position.
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Elections
The total number of board member elections have been shown to impact both
board and superintendent longevity. Loomis (1995) investigated the relationship
between the turnover of incumbent board members and turnover of the district’s
superintendents. Findings indicated that the total number o f elections did in fact
impact both board member and superintendent longevity. It was not so much the rela
tionship that the superintendent had with the changing board that was the determining
factor, according to Loomis, but the changing political climate reflected in these elec
tions that contributed to the higher turnover.
Risk and Protective Factors
The review of literature focused upon the factors relating to superintendent
longevity. The literature indicated that there are a number of reasons for superinten
dent longevity, and these reasons are many and varied. These factors were divided
into Superintendent Factors, School District Factors and School Board Factors.
Superintendent Factors can be further divided into demographic factors such as age,
ethnicity, and gender; financial factors such as salary and benefits; attitudinal data
such as perceived satisfaction of the superintendent or perceived stress; and work
history such as outcome of last evaluation and reasons for leaving last position.
School District Factors focus on the type o f community - rural, suburban, urban; the
wealth o f the district based on the per pupil expenditures; and the prevalence of
pressure groups around various issues associated with that particular community.
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School Board Factors include the superintendent’s evaluation, and the perceived
solidarity or oneness of purpose between the superintendent and the board
Among the factors affecting superintendent longevity, the literature supports a
view that some of the factors positively affect longevity, while other factors have a
negative effect. These factors could also be termed “risk factors” for longevity and
“protective factors” for longevity. In this study, risk factors are defined as those fac
tors that would decrease the probability or chances that a particular superintendent
would stay in a position longer than the average tenure, while protective factors are
the factors that would increase the probability or chances that a superintendent would
stay in a position longer than the average tenure.
Kraemer (1992) looked at the concept of “high risk” populations in medical
research. A “high risk” population for a given disorder is a population where there
are many risk factors present. Those who are at risk for heart disease may have high
cholesterol, a history of heart disease in their family and a smoker. With each added
risk factor, the person becomes more likely to have heart disease. Research in the
prevention of adolescent drug use utilizes the terms risk and protective factors to
determine which factors are more characteristic of the drug using population (risk)
and which factors are more characteristic of the non-drug using population (protec
tive). Moncher, Holden, and Trimble (1990) showed that a multiple risk factor index
was linearly related to reported prevalence o f using beer, wine, inhalants, marijuana,
and cocaine among a sample of Native American adolescents. The converse o f risk
factors for drug use is protective factors that reduce the likelihood of drug use.
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Protective factors buffer or moderate the association between risk factors and drug use
and abuse (Botvin et al., 1995).
In the same way, factors can be separated into risk and protective as they
relate to superintendent longevity. Fenske (1971) found that “career bound” super
intendents had a shorter tenure than “place bound” superintendents.

Using the

concept of risk and protective factors as defined in this study, “career bound” would
be termed a risk factor, while “place bound” would fall into the protective factors for
longevity.
Summary
The literature is inconclusive as to whether there is a real crises in the super
intendency. On the one hand, Glass et al. (2000) reports that the turnover rate has not
changed that drastically over the last few decades, but the same author shows alarm
when writing about a “shrinking applicant pool” for the many job openings. There is
much in literature about the distasteful attributes of this position, yet Glass et al.
(2000) reports that a full two thirds of the responding superintendents said they would
choose the superintendency as a profession all over again.
The role o f the superintendent is changing rapidly as school reform becomes
the order o f the day. Tests scores published in the local newspapers and real estate
ads that say, “buy your house here because of the high scores,” are adding a pressure
to the position that has not been evidenced before. Superintendents are being held
accountable for the test scores o f the students in each o f the schools in their district.
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Since test scores are often lower in poorer neighborhoods, districts where the majority
o f students are poor are becoming the least desirable places to become a
superintendent. Yet a large number o f students reside and learn in these districts and
good leadership is essential. These districts are just the districts where our greatest
leaders are needed.
Articles written by educators are quick to blame school boards for wanting to
“micro-manage” the system or for having a narrow agenda when elected to the board.
Some o f the blame for poor relationships between the boards and the superintendents
must also go with the superintendent Superintendents are typically not trained in
problem solving models and cooperative negotiation. Many superintendents ascend
to that position because of the power they believe that position will give them, only to
rind out that they have gone from having one boss to having several. This is distaste
ful to many leaders, but it is reality. The research shows that a superintendent must
make time to be with and communicate with board members over a variety of con
texts. Time is something that many superintendents do not have. This is often where
this position becomes impossible to manage.
The question that needs to be asked is how can we make this position more
attractive so that good, dedicated educators will aspire to the position, and will stay in
the position long enough to make an impact This study examines potential risk and
protective factors for longevity of superintendents in Michigan. Using this informa
tion will enable school boards and potential superintendent candidates to make better
decisions as to whether a particular person is right fora given opening. Enhancing the
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probability of a superintendent’s leadership to make a lasting impact on a district
important and is deserving o f attention.
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CHAPTER IE
RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY
Introduction
The purpose of this chapter is to describe the procedures used to conduct this
study. The chapter includes a description of: (a) the purpose, (b) research questions,
(c) instrument development and field testing, (d) population and procedure, (e) data
analysis, and (f) summary.
Purpose
The purpose of this study was to examine potential risk and protective factors
for longevity o f superintendents in Michigan. This study compared superintendents
who served in their current position for more than six years with superintendents who
had six years or less in their current position. Risk factors are defined as those fac
tors that would decrease the probability or chances that a particular superintendent
would stay in a position more than six years. Protective factors are the factors that
would increase the probability or chances that a superintendent would stay in a posi
tion for more than six years.
Three areas of influence on longevity were reviewed in Chapter II and can be
described as: superintendent factors, school board factors and school district factors.
40
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This grouping o f variables was used by Newell (1997) when he examined longevity of
superintendents in Missouri. The current study commissioned by the American Asso
ciation o f School Administrators (Glass et aL, 2000) looked at superintendent factors
and school board factors, but not at factors relating to the school district itself How
ever, the literature supports the consideration of school district factors and their influ
ence on longevity (Cooper et al., 2000; Glass 1992; Hunter 1997; Klenow, 1996;
Montgomery 1991).
Research Questions
To determine the direction and significance of the predictor variables, Super
intendent Factors, School District Factors and School Board Factors, with the criter
ion variable, Superintendent Longevity, the following research questions were
addressed:
1. What are the superintendent factors that are protective for longevity?
2. What are the superintendent factors that are risk for longevity?
3. What are the school district factors that are protective for longevity?
4. What are the school district factors that are risk for longevity?
5. What are the school board factors that are protective for longevity?
6. What are the school board factors that are risk for longevity?
Instrument Development and Field Testing
The data used in this study were collected by means of a mail out survey
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which included variables described in the literature as having a potential to influence
longevity of superintendents.

Questions were compiled using three surveys as

models.
First, the survey was the approximate length of The Superintendents’ Profes
sional Expectations and Advancement Review (SPEAR) Instrument (Cooper et al.,
2000). Questions on education level also were modeled after the SPEAR. Demograhic data was gathered by similar questions as those used my Newell when he stu
died the tenure of superintendents in Missouri (Newell, 1997). Survey questions
focusing on evaluation of the superintendent were patterned after similar questions
from the survey instrument used in the 2000 Study done by the American Association
of School Administrators (Glass et al., 2000). Additional items were taken from the
literature and compiled with the help of a panel of faculty members of the Depart
ment of Teaching, Learning and Leadership and the Department of Educational
Studies at Western Michigan University.
The survey was then field tested with a pilot group of four Michigan super
intendents. The purpose of the field testing was to determine if the questions on the
survey were worded precisely and the instructions were clear. Those piloting the sur
vey were also asked for input on the quality of the questions, the type o f questions
asked, and the time it took to fill out the survey. Field testing involved administering
the survey in an interview format. This sample included one superintendent who had
served in three positions as superintendent with the other three serving in their first
superintendency. O f the three in their first superintendency, two had served longer
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than 6 years and one served less than six years. They were encouraged to be critical
and make suggestions for improvements. Review of the four interviews indicated that
one item needed an additional answer category. No other changes were made to the
instrument following field testing. The information gathered from this group o f four
superintendents was not included in the study.
A measure o f the wealth o f the district was taken from the data gathered by
the Michigan Department of Education (www.mde.state.mi.us). The wealth of the
school district was measured by the per pupil expenditures o f each district Since this
information was readily available on the internet there was no survey question asking
for that information.
Population and Procedure
The population for this study was all the public school superintendents in
Michigan minus the four superintendents used in the field testing. Data were col
lected from this population by means of a mail out survey (see Appendix A). The
names and school district addresses o f all the superintendents in Michigan were
provided by the Michigan Association of School Administrators in Lansing,
Michigan. Respondents were assured that their confidentiality was protected and that
the master list would be destroyed as soon as the data were collected. The survey and
the collecting process, was approved by the Human Subjects Institutional Review
Board at Western Michigan University (see Appendix B). In July, 2001, the survey
was sent to each superintendent in Michigan (n =524) with a stamped, self-addressed
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return envelope. The surveys were numbered and matched to a master list so that a
follow-up mailing could be sent to those who did not respond to the first mailing.
The reminder postcard was sent on September 1,2001 (see Appendix C).
The surveys that were returned do not represent a random sampling o f the
superintendents in Michigan, but rather the data from those superintendents who
chose to return the survey. Phone calls were made on October 10, 2001 to a random
list of six of the superintendents who did not respond after the reminder note, as to the
reasons for not responding to the survey (see Appendix D for their responses). Most
superintendents said that they had forgotten to send in the survey or either the super
intendent or the secretary was on vacation. Included in this study was information
collected from all surveys received by October 1, 2001. There were 338 surveys
returned by this date, representing a response rate of 64.5%.
Data Analysis
The respondents to the survey were divided into two groups. These two
groups were determined by question 1 and question 3 on the survey. Question 1 asks:
‘Ts this your first superintendent?” Question 3 asks: “How many years have you
served in your current position?” Superintendents were then categorized into stayers
or leavers. The stayers were defined as those superintendents who have been in their
current position longer than sue years. The leavers were those superintendents who
have been in their current position six years or less. Criterion variable 1 (CV1)
included superintendents who were in their first position as superintendent as well as
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superintendents who had more than one superintendent position.
Group 0 = Leavers

I have six years or less in my current position (n=l64)
and I have more than one superintendency. (n=ll5)
(Combined n=78)

Group 1 = Stayers I have more than six years in my current position
(n=161) and I am in my first superintendency (n=227)
or I have more than one superintendency (n=ll5).
(Combined n=l07)
The second criterion variable (CV2) was formed by looking at only those
superintendents who had more than one superintendency. These superintendents
were divided into two groups - those who had more than six years in their current
position and those who had six years or less in their current position. Those in their
first superintendency were eliminated from this data.
Group 0 = Leavers

I have six years or less in my current position (n=164)
and I have more than one superintendency (n—115)
(Combined n=78)

Group 1 = Stayers I have more than six years in my current position
(n=181) and I have more than one superintendency
(n=115) (Combined n=35).
This classification scheme excluded a group (n=62) o f superintendents who
were in their first superintendency for less than six years. The reason this group was
left out was because one cannot ascertain from the data whether this superintendent
will be a stayer or a leaver. The data recorded from this group of superintendents,
however, were important to this study and were presented in the description o f the
sample population.
The remaining questions on the survey were clustered into three groups: (1)
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Superintendent Factors, (2) School District Factors, and (3) School Board Factors.
The information gathered from these questions formed the predictor variables in this
analysis. The variables were classified as shown in Figure 1.
In this data analysis, these variables were examined in order to determine the
unique set o f variables that were characteristic of a superintendent who is a stayer or a
leaver. Those factors most associated with stayers were said to be protective for lon
gevity, while those associated with leavers were defined as risk for longevity.
Stepwise logistic regression analysis in SAS was used with the predictor varia
bles (Superintendent Factors, School Board Factors, and School District Factors) to
determine if the variables were protective or risk factors for longevity relative to CV1
and CV2. The stepwise logistic regression analysis was especially suited for this
study because:
1. The criterion variable is dichotomous (Stayer or Leaver).
2. The survey included binary responses (for example, male and female),
ordinal responses (for example, crucial, very important, important, not important),
nominal responses (for example, number of years spent in a district), and ratio
responses (for example, age).
Stepwise regression is a combination o f forward selection and backward
selection analysis. In the forward selection, predictor variables are determined one at
a time in the order in which they contribute to the regression. In the backward proce
dure, all variables are first entered and then variables are eliminated one at a time
starting with the smallest contributor to the predictive model. A stepwise procedure
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Superintendent Factors
Demographic Data
Education of the Superintendent
Ethnicityofthe Superintendent
Age of the Superintendent
Gender of the Superintendent
Family status o f the Superintendent
Length o f time the Superintendent lives within 25 miles o f current
position
Financial Data
Salary of the Superintendent
Additional Financial Benefits
Attitudinal Data
Perceived satisfaction o f the Superintendent
Issues that would cause Superintendent to leave the current position
Factors that inhibit effectiveness
Importance o f the quality o f the relationship with the board
Potential incentives to leave current position
Effect of family on willingness to move to another Superintendency
Number and type of factors that inhibit effectiveness
Perceived Superintendent turnover
Perceived stress associated with position

Figure I. Predictor Variables.
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Figure 1-Continued
Work History
Average number of hours per week spent in direct contact with
board members
Five year plan of the Superintendent
Outcome of last evaluation
Reasons for leaving prior position
Number o f school districts worked for as a Superintendent
Longest time spent in a district as a Superintendent
Shortest time spent in a district as a Superintendent
School District Factors
Importance of district’s MEAP scores to community, school board
and staff
Prevalence of community pressure groups
Type o f c o m m u n ity - Rural, Suburban, or Urban
Type of district moved from as a Superintendent
Effect of the results of a bond election on decision to move
Wealth o f School District
School Board Factors
Perceived solidarity with board by the Superintendent
Presence of a formal job description
Evaluation based on job description
Regularity of evaluation
Perceived solidarity between Superintendent and past board
Importance of solidarity as a factor for leaving last position
Perceived quality o f relationship with the current board
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begins like a forward procedure, but after the second predictor is entered, a second
significance test is conducted to determine the contribution o f each o f the previously
selected predictor variables. Therefore it is possible for a predictor variable to be
deleted if it loses its effectiveness as a predictor when considered in combination with
newly entered predictors (Hinkle, Wiersma, & Jurs, 1994). The variable was consid
ered a protective factor if it was shown to increase the probability that a superinten
dent would stay in a position for more than six years. The variable was considered a
risk factor if it was shown to decrease the probability that a superintendent would stay
in a position for more than six years.
A .10 confidence interval was used to determine if a factor had a significant
effect on longevity. The width o f this confidence interval is wider than the standard
.05 interval in most educational research. A higher type I error rate is justifiable in
this exploratory study to decrease the possibility of making a type H error by poten
tially missing a possible risk or protective factor.
Summary
The purpose of this study was to examine potential risk and protective factors
as they relate to longevity of superintendents in Michigan. This study compared
superintendents who served in their current position for more than six years with
superintendents who have six years or less in their current position. The predictor
variables were divided into three groups: (1) School District Factors, (2) School
Board Factors, and (3) Superintendent Factors. Longevity in the superintendency was
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defined by two groups - Criterion Variable 1 (CV1) and Criterion Variable 2 (CV2).
Criterion Variable I (CV1) grouped both superintendents in their first position and
those having more than one position, into stayers and leavers. Criterion Variable 2
(CV2) grouped only those superintendents who have more than one superintendency.
One “open ended” question was asked o f those superintendents with more than one
superintendency: “Has your family status had any effect (positive or negative) on your
willingness to move to another superintendency?” The answers from that question
will be discussed in chapter four along with descriptive data of the sample population
taken from the survey.

j
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CHAPTER IV
PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA
Introduction
The purpose o f this study was to examine potential risk and protective factors
for longevity of superintendents in Michigan.The study compared superintendents
who served in their current position for more than six years with superintendents who
had more than one superintendency and served six years or fewer in their current
position. The variables considered to be risk or protective were divided into (a)
Superintendent Factors, (b) School Board Factors, and (c) School District Factors.
This chapter includes a description o f the (a) design of the study, (b) definition of
criterion variables, (c) description of predictor variables, (d) inferential statistics, and
(e)summary.
Design o f Study
A mail out survey was sent to the entire population of Michigan
superintendents (N=524). A total of 338 Michigan superintendents returned the
survey. There were 41 questions on the survey.

Superintendents in their first

superintendency completed the first 32 items in the survey, while those having more
than one superintendency completed the entire survey. Additional data on per pupil
expenditures were obtained from the Michigan Department o f Education. The data
51
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were collected for the 2000-2001 school year.
Longevity was defined in two ways. Criterion Variable 1 (CV1) divided the
superintendents into two groups: Superintendents who had more than one superinten
dency and had six years or fewer in their current position (Leavers), and
superintendents who had more than six years in their current position regardless o f the
number o f superintendencies they had in their career (Stayers). Criterion Variable 2
(CV2) looked at only those superintendents who had more than one superintendency.
The two groups consisted of those having six years or fewer in their current position
(Leavers) and those with more than six years in their current position (Stayers).
The predictor variables consisted of variables measured by the survey and
divided into: (a) Superintendent Factors, (b) School District Factors, and (c) School
Board Factors. Six research question were addressed by this study:
1. What are the superintendent factors that are protective for longevity?
2. What are the superintendent factors that are risk for longevity?
3. What are the school district factors that are protective for longevity?
4. What are the school district factors that are risk for longevity?
5. What are the school board factors that are protective for longevity?
6. What are the school board factors that are risk for longevity?
Statistical analysis o f the data included descriptive statistics, chi-square
analysis, t -tests and stepwise regression analysis. All statistical analyses o f data were
calculated using SAS software.
The data analysis is presented in three sections. The first section defines the
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criterion variables. The second section describes each o f the predictor variables by
category: (a) Superintendent Factors, (b) School Board Factors, and (c) School
District Factors. The third section presents results o f the stepwise logistic regression
analyses that were used to address the research questions.
Definition of Criterion Variables
Longevity in superintendents was defined in two different ways. These two
groups were determined by question 1 and question 3 on the survey. Question 1 asks:
“Is this your first superintendency?” Question 3 asks: “ How many years have you
served in your current position?” The stayers are defined as those superintendents
who have been in their position longer than six years.

The leavers are those

superintendents who have been in their position six years or fewer. Criterion Variable
I (CV1) includes superintendents who are in their first position as superintendent as
well as superintendents who had more than one position as superintendent
Criterion Variable 1 (CV11
Group 0 = Leavers I have six years or fewer in my current position (n=164)
and I have more than one superintendency. (Combined
£= 78)
Group 1 = Stayers

I have more than six years in my current position
(n-161) and I am in my first superintendency or I have
more than one superintendency. (Combined n=107)

Looking at only those superintendents who have more than one superintendency
forms the second Criterion Variable. These superintendents are divided into two
groups - those who have more than six years in their current position and those who
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have six years or fewer in their current position. Those in their first superintendency
are eliminated from these data.
Criterion Variable 2 (CV21

Group 0 = Leavers I have six years or fewer in my current position (n=164)
and I have more than one superintendency. (Combined
n =78)
Group 1 = Stayers

I have more than six years in my current position
(n=181) and I have more than one superintendency.
(Combined n=35)

Description o f Predictor Variables
The rest of the data taken from the survey were grouped as: (a) Superintendent
Factors, (b) School District Factors, and (c) School Board Factors. The data were
taken from perceptions that the superintendent had about the school district, the
school board, the reasons for staying or leaving a given position and other aspects of
the position o f superintendent.
Answers to the questions classified as superintendent factors were expressed
as the number of respondents, the percentage of the whole, the number of stayers
(those in current position more than six years) the number of leavers (those having six
year or fewer in their current position), and the number o f stayers and leavers having
more than one superintendency. Where applicable, the data were expressed with
means and standard deviations.
Superintendent Factors
Questions categorized as superintendent factors may be seen in Table 1.
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Table 1
Superintendent Factors
Question # Question
What is the highest degree you have earned?
4
5
To what ethnic group do you belong
6
How old are you?
Gender?
7
8
What is your present family status?
9
What is your present salary?
10
Check the additional financial benefits
11
low much of a feeling of satisfaction does the position of superintendent
provide you?
12
Are there any issues that would cause you to leave your current position? If
yes. check all that apply.
13
How long have you lived within a radius of 25 miles of your current position?
14
What are the factors that inhibit your effectiveness in your current
superintendency?
15
What is the average number of hours per week you spend in direct
communications with board members?
16
How do you perceive the quality of your relationship with your current board?
17
How important to you is die quality of die relationship with your board?
21
How do you perceive superintendent turnover in Michigan?
25
In your career, where do you plan to be in five years?
26
How do you perceive the stress associated with your position as
superintendent?
28
Higher pay and better benefits would be a strong incentive for me to consider a
different superintendent position.
29
Moving to a larger district would be a strong incentive forme to consider a
different superintendent position.
30
Moving to a smaller district would be a strong incentive for me to consider a
different superintendentposition.
31
Moving my spouse/significant other and family would be a strong incentive if I
Wereto consider a different superintendent position.
32
laving a portable pension would be a strong incentive for me to consider a
different superintendent position.
33
fthis is not your first superintendency, what were circumstances under which
you left your last position?
34
low many school districts have you worked for as a superintendent?
35
What was the longest time you spent in a district as a superintendent?
36
What was the shortest time you spent in a district as superintendent?
37
las your family status had any effect on your willingness to move to another
superintendency?
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Question #4 - What is the highest degree you have earned?

The largest group of participants indicated their highest degree earned was a
master’s degree. All but two o f the respondents had a Masters degree or higher but
were excluded by the definitions o f CV1 And CV2, (see Table 2). Chi-square
analyses o f highest degree by CV1 and CV2 were not statistically significant, xl(2,N
= 183) = 2.53, b = .2823 and £ (I, N = 112) = 1.11, p = .5727 respectively.
Table 2
Highest Degree Earned
CV1 (%)
Leavers
Stayers
Bachelor’s
Master's
Specialists
Doctorate

0
42.3
25.6
32.1

0
31.8
34.6
33.6

CV2 (%)
Stayers
Leavers

0
42.3
25.6
32.1

0
34.3
34.3
31.4

Question #5 - To what ethnic group do you belong?

The superintendency in Michigan is a position held primarily by Caucasians.
There were no Hispamcs or Asians that responded to this survey (see Table 3).
Table 3
Ethnic Groups
CV1 (*/•)
Leavers
Stayers
Caucasian
African-American
Hispanic
Asian
Other

41.76
0.55
0.00
0.00
0.55

56.04
0.55
0.55
0.00
0.00

CV2(% )
Leavers Stayers

68.47
0.90
0.00
0.00
0.90

29.73
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
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However, in all analyses the non-caucasians were grouped together. Chi-square
analyses of ethnic by CV1 and CV2 were not statistically significant, £ ( l, _N = 183)
- 0.01, p = -9043 and £ (1 , N = 112) = 0.01, p = .9095 respectively.
Question #6 - How old are you?
The mean age for all the respondents was 51.82 with a standard deviation of
5.89. Age data is presented for each CV in Table 4. Independent t-tests were con
ducted for both CVl and CV2.

Results indicated that for CV1, there was a

statistically significant difference in mean age t(176) = -3.16, p = .0019 between
leavers and stayers such that stayers are significantly older than the leavers. Results
for CV2 revealed no statistically significant difference in mean age between the two
groups, 1107) = -1.39, p = .1684.
Table 4
Age

N
Mean
Standard Deviation

CVl
Leavers
Stayers
78
107
52.25
54.41
4.63
4.44

CV2
Leavers Stayers
78
35
5225
63.67
4.63
5.49

Question 7 - Gender?
There were remarkably few females serving as superintendents among the
Michigan superintendents sampled, only 10.75% overall. Presented in Table 5 is the
breakdown o f gender for each independent variable. Chi-square analyses o f gender
by CVl and CV2 were not statistically significant, Chi-square analysis o f highest
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Table 5
Gender

Male
Female

CVl (%)
Leavers Stayers
53.85
41.76
1.10
3.30

CV2 [%)
Leavers Stayers
67.86
29.46
1.79
.89

degree by CVl and CV2 were not statistically significant. y?(2, N = 182) = 1.09, p =
.2966 and £L(1,N= 112) = 0.01, p = .9095 respectively.
Question #8 - W hat is your family status?
Presented in Table 6 is the breakdown of family status for each independent
variable. Chi-square analysis of family status by CVl and CV2 were not statistically
significant, r ( l,N = 183)= 2.42, p = .4890 and jf tl, N = 112) = 2.47, p = .4806.
Table 6
Family Status

Sinsle
M arried; no children
M arried; children
Divorced *

CVl (%)
Leavers Stayers
0.55
2.19
5.46
4.37
35.52
49.73
1.09
1.09

CV2 (%)
Leavers Stayers
0.89
0.89
8.93
1.79
58.04
27.68
1.79
0.00

*Chi-square results may be unstable due to low expected frequencies.
Question # 9 - W hat is your yearly salary?
The mean salary for all respondents was S96,942 with a standard deviation o f
519,253.

The highest reported salary was 5230,000 and the lowest salary was
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$51,000. Salary data is presented for each CV in Table 7. Independent t-tests were
conducted, results indicated that for CVl and CV2 there was no statistically
significant difference in mean salary, t(176) = .55, g = .5810, and t(108) = -0.78, g =
.4377 respectively.
Table 7
Salary
a VI
N
Mean
Standard Deviation

Leavers
77
$100,508
$16,256

Stayers
101
$99,092
$17,412

CV2
Stayers
Leavers
77
33
$100,508 $103,333
$16,256
$19,953

Question #10 - In addition to your current salary, check the additional financial
benefits of your position.

The respondents were asked to check all the benefits they received from a list
of nine. Results are summarized in Table 8 for CVl and CV2. The benefits most
often checked by Michigan superintendents were additional life insurance,
opportunity to attend national conferences, annuities, and district leased vehicle. The
benefit least identified was a membership in a country club. Chi-square analysis o f
each benefit by CVl and CV2 were statistically significant for the following benefits:
Additional Retirement Contributions (CVl), jf(I, N = 182) = 4.10, g = .0427 and
Additional Life Insurance (CV2), jf(l, N = 111) = 3.10, g =.0781.
Question # 11 - How much o f a feeling o f satisfaction does the position o f
superintendent provide for yon?
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Table 8
Benefits - CVl
C V l (%)
Leavers Stayers
District Leased Vehicle
-•-Annuities
-•-Additional Life Insurance
+Paid Board Positions
-•-Additional Retirement
Contributions
-•-Additional SS Contributions
-•-Expense Account
-•-Country Club Membership
-•Opportunity to Attend National
Conferences

CV2 (%)
Leavers Stayers

2L98
26.52
34.07
1.65
8.24

28.02
35.91
43.96
1.65
18.69

36.04
43.24
55.86
3.85
13.51

16.22
23.42
24.32
0.00
13.51

3.30
11.54
1.28
31.32

6.04
18.68
0.00
39.56

5.41
26.92
1.28
51.35

2.70
33.33
0.00
21.62

+Chi-square results may be unstable due to low expected frequencies.
Although superintendents continue to face challenges in their jobs, they indicated that they gain a great deal o f satisfaction from their jobs. Most superintendents
(69) responded that they experienced considerable satisfaction (see Table 9). Chisquare analysis of satisfaction by CVl and CV2 were not statistically significant,
Table 9
Satisfaction
C V l (%)
CV2(% )
Leavers Stayers Leavers Stayers
None*
Little
Moderate
Considerable

0.00
.55
10.99
31.32

1.10
1.65
13.19
41.21

0.00
.55
10.99
31.32

0.90
0.90
721
20.72

*Chi-square results may be unstable due to low expected frequencies.
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5f(3,N = 182) =2.14, p = .5423 andx2(3,N = 111) = 2.81, p = .4216,respectively.
Question #12 - Are there any issues that would cause you to leave your current
position of superintendent? Check all that apply.

Most of the responding superintendents said there were issues that would
cause them to leave their position. Results are presented in Table 10 and 11. Chisquare analysis of this question by CVl indicated there was a statistically significant
difference in whether a stayer or leaver had issues that would cause him/her to leave
the position, ]f(l,N

= 178) = 2.86, p = 0.0903. Results for CV2 revealed no

statistically significant difference, 3f(l,N = 108) = 1.22, p = .2690.
Table 10
Any Issues That Would Drive One to Leave?
CVl (%)
Leavers

No
Yes

9.55
33.71

CV2 (%)

Stayers Leavers Stayers

19.10
37.64

15.74
55.56

9.26
19.44

Table 11
Issues That Would Cause a Superintendent to Leave the Position
CVl (%)

CV2 (%)

Leavers Stayers Leavers Stayers
+Lack o f board member support
Lack o f community support
+Lack o f financing to adequately fund
operations o f district
-(-Increased fam ily responsibilities
+Media attacks on school district

13.38
23.40
36.17

15.49
23.40
38.30

20.88
36.67
56.67

6.59
13.33
18.89

5.67
4.96

9.22
9.22

8.89
7.78

5.56
5.56
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Question # 13 - How long have you lived within a radius o f 25 miles of your
current position?

Most o f the superintendents have lived in the community far longer than they
have been superintendents.

The mean number of years the responding

superintendents lived within a radius o f 25 miles from their job was 14.65 years with
a standard deviation of 15.73. As a group, they were part of the community with only
three o f the responding superintendents not living within a 25-mile radius. Data is
presented for each CV in Table 12. Independent t-tests were conducted for each
independent variable (CVl, CV2). Results indicated that there was a statistically
significant difference in the length of time lived within a 25 mile radius for each
independent variable (CVl, CV2) between stayers and leavers, CVl = t(l79) =
-.5.38, b = .001; CV2 = t(109)= -1.88, b * -0632.
Question #14 - What are the factors that inhibit your effectiveness in your
current superintendency? (Check all that apply)

State reform mandates led the list as the most often checked factor that inhibits
the effectiveness o f the responding superintendents. Close behind was inadequate
financing (see Table 13). Chi-square analysis o f each factor by CVl and Cv2 were
Table 12
Length of Time Within 25 Miles

N
Mean
Standard Deviation

CVl
Leavers
78
4.77
13.43

Stayers
103
15.85
12.85

CV2
Leavers
78
4.77
13.43

Stayers
33
10.29
5.85
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Table 13
Factors That Inhibit Effectiveness
C V l (%)
Leavers Stayers
Inadequate financing
Too many insignificant demands
State reform mandates
Collective bargaining agreements
Racial/ethnic problems
Too much added responsibility
Insufficient administrative support
Difficulty with board members
Ineffective staff members
Size o f district
Lack o f community support
Board Micromanagement
Board elections - changed
expectations
Other

CV2 (%)
Leavers Stayers

21.98
21.31
21.31
15.30
0.00
7.10
8.79
7.69
6.01
1.09
3.30
10.99
5.46

28.02
26.23
34.43
21.31
1.09
7.10
6.59
9.34
9.29
4.37
2.75
12.64
7.65

36.04
34.82
34.82
25.00
0.00
11.61
14.29
12.61
9.82
1.79
5.36
17.86
8.93

15.32
12.50
17.86
15.18
0.00
6.25
5.36
8.11
5.36
2.68
1.79
8.04
4.46

0.00

2.20

0.00

1.79

statistically significant for the following variables:
CVl - Factor 7, Insufficient administrative support ^ (l.N = 182) = 2.75, g = .0968
CVl - Factor 14, Other. -£(1,N = 182) = 3.06, g = .0799.
Question # 15 - W hat is the average number of hours per week you spend in
communications with board members?

The mean number of hours all respondents spent in direct communications
with board members was 4.62 with a standard deviation of 3.64. Hours data is
presented for each CV in Table 14. Independent t-tests were conducted for each
independent variable (CVl, CV2).

Results indicated no statistically significant

difference in mean hours for CVl and CV2 between stayers and leavers, (t (179) =
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Table 14
Number of Hours Communicating With Board Members
CVl
Leavers
Stayers

N
Mean
Standard Deviation

103
4.39
3.21

78
4.61
3.52

CV2
Leavers Stayers

78
4.61
3.52

33
5.12
3.71

0.43, p = 6661; t(109) = 0.68, j>= .4975, respectively.
Question #17 - How important to you is the quality o f the relationship with the
board?

The majority felt that their relationship with the board was crucial. Presented
in Table 15 is the breakdown of the quality of the relationship with the board for each
independent variable (CVl, CV2). Chi-square analysis by CVl and CV2 were not
statistically significant, x2(2, N = 183) = 0.12,

= .9429; x2(2,N = 112) = 0.96, e_=

.6188.
Question # 21 - How do you perceive superintendent turnover in Michigan?

Table 15
How Important Is the Relationship With the Board?
C V l (%)
Leavers
Stayers
Crucial
Very important
Important
Not important *

33.88
7.65
1.09
0.00

46.45
9.84
1.09
0.00

CV2 f%)
Leavers Stayers

55.36
12.50
1.79
0.00

24.11
6.25
0.00
0.00

*Chi-square results maybe unstable due to low expected frequencies.
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Most superintendents thought that turnover was on the increase in Michigan.
Presented in Table 16 is the perceived turnover for each independent variable (CVl,
CV2). Chi-square analyses were not statistically significant y2(3.N =182') = 1.94, p =
.5852;

N = 111) = 2.77, p = .4285.
Table 16
Superintendent Turnover
CVl (%)
Decrease
Increase
Same
Don’t Know

CV2 (%)

Leavers

Stayers

Leavers

Stayers

0.55
30.22
8.24
3.30

2.20
39.56
9.34
6.59

0.90
49.55
13.51
5.41

1.80
22.52
5.41
0.90

Question #24 - What was your last evaluation?

Superintendents report that they were evaluated in the excellent category most
of the time. Table 17 shows the breakdown of last evaluations between stayers and
leavers in CVl and CV2. Chi-square analysis o f the level of last evaluations by CVl

Table 17
Last Evaluation
CVl (%)
Excellent
Good
F air*
Poor*

CV2 (%)

Leavers

Stayers

Leavers

Stayers

29.71
9.14
2.29
0.00

44.00
13.14
1.71
0.00

49.52
15.24
3.81
0.00

25.71
5.71
0.00
0.00

*Chi-square results may be unstable due to low expected frequencies.
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and CV2 were not statistically significant, y2(2.N = 175) = .78, g = .6780; }f(2,N =
105) = 2.29, g = .3188.
Question # 2 5 - W here do you plan to be in live years?

The greatest number o f respondents said they would be retired in five years
Chi-square analysis were conducted for each independent variable(CVl, CV2) with
the outcome reported in Table 18. Results indicated that for CVl and for CV2, there
were two variables that were statistically significant:
CVl, CV2 - Continue in my current position, x2(l,N = 182) = 7.56, g = .0060;
X2(UM=112) = 4.34, g = .0368, respectively.
CVl, CV2 - In a profession outside education, x^UN = 183) = 9.06, g = .0026;
X2(1,N = 112) = 5.18, g = .0228 respectively.
Question # 26 - How do you perceive the stress associated with your position of

Table 18
Projected Career in Five Years
C V l (%)
Leavers Stayers
Continue in my current position
In a superintendency in a larger
district
In a superintendency in a smaller
district *
W orking in a university
In a profession outside education
Retirement
W orking in an education-related
position

CV2 (%)
Leavers Stayers

17.58
6.01

12.64
6.56

28.57
9.82

6.25
4.46

.55

0.00

.89

0.00

1.10
5.46
16.39
2.73

4.40
4.37
34.97
6.56

1.79
8.93
26.79
4.46

1.79
1.79
18.75
3.57

* Chi-square results may be unstable due to low expected frequencies.
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superintendent?

The position o f superintendent was perceived as stressful as rated on a 4-point
scale. More than half o f the responding superintendents said they had moderate stress
in their jobs, with the percentage of superintendents who felt they had very great
stress in the job close behind (39%). Chi-square analyses were conducted on the two
independent variables (CVl, CV2).

Results reported in Table 19, were not

statistically significant for CVl or CV2, x2(2,N = 183) = .36, p = .8346; y2(2.N =
112) = .17, p = .9205.
Table 19
Perceived Stress of Superintendent Position
C V l (%)
Leavers Stayers
No stress
Little stress
Moderate stress
Very great stress

0.00
1.09
23.50
32.79

0.00
2.19
18.03
22.40

CV2 (%)
Leavers
Stayers

0.00
1.79
38.39
29.46

0.00
.89
17.86
11.61

Overall Chi-square significant at the .10 confidence level.
The following group of questions on the survey asked respondents to reply
using a four point scale (4 = Strongly agree, 3 = agree, 2 = disagree, 1 = strongly
disagree).
Question # 28 - Higher pay and better benefits would be a strong incentive for
me to consider a different superintendent position.

Chi-square analysis by CVl indicated there was a statistically significant
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difference between stayers and leavers as to whether pay was a strong incentive to
move. x2(3*N = 181) = 11.45, j> = .0095. Presented in Table 20 is the breakdown o f
higher pay/benefits by CVl and CV2.
Table 20
Higher Pay/Benefits
CVl (Vo)
Strongly agree
Agree
Disagree
Strongly disagree

CV2 (%)

Leavers

Stayers

Leavers

Stayers

17.13
12.15
11.05
2.76

9.94
20.99
19.34
6.63

28.18
20.00
18.18
4.55

5.45
10.00
10.00
3.64

Question #29 - Moving to a larger district would be a strong incentive for me to
consider a different superintendent position.

Most superintendents disagreed with that statement Larger districts were not
what seem to entice superintendents to move. Table 21 shows the breakdown of
moving to a larger district for each independent variable (CVl, CV2).

Chi-square

analysis indicate there was no statistically significant difference between CVl and
Table 21
Moving to a Larger District
CVl (%)
Strongly agree
Agree
Disagree
Strongly disagree

CV2 (*/•)

Leavers

Stayers

Leavers

Stayers

3.87
5.52
24.31
939

2.21
9.94
28.73
16.02

6.36
9.09
40.00
15.45

0.91
3.64
1636
8.18
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CV2, r 2(3,N = 181) = 3.51, e = -3188; x2(3,N = 110) = 1.45, e = .6929, respectively.
Question # 30 - Moving to a sm aller district would be a strong incentive
for me to consider a different superintendent position.

Table 22 shows the breakdown of moving to a smaller district as an incentive
to leave between stayers and leavers by each independent variable (CVl, CV2). Chisquare analysis indicates there was no statistically significant difference between CVl
and CV2. r(3,*L = 181) = .99, e = -8018 and xfa.N = 110) = .90, g = -8262,
respectively.
Table 22
Moving to a Smaller District
C V l (%)
Leavers Stayers
Strongly agree*
Agree
Disagree
Strongly disagree

0.55
5.52
14.36
22.65

0.55
4.97
21.55
29.83

CV2 f%)
Leavers Stayers

0.91
9.09
23.64
37.27

0.00
3.64
11.82
13.64

* Chi-square results may be unstable due to low expected frequencies.
Question # 31 - Moving my spouse/significant other and fam ily would be a strong
incentive if I were to consider a different superintendent position.

Most superintendents disagreed with this statement meaning that family con
siderations are important to them. Table 23 shows the breakdown of moving spouse
between stayers and leavers for the two independent variables (CVl, CV2). Chisquare analysis o f moving spouse by CVl and CV2 were not statistically significant,
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Table 23
Moving Family
C V l (•/.)
Leavers Stayers
Strongly agree
Agree
Disagree
Strongly disagree

10.00
11.11

8.89
13.33

15.56
10.56
12.22
18.33

CV2 (%)
Leavers Stayers

16.36
18.18
14.55
21.82

10.91
5.45
4.55
8.18

2f ( 3M = 180)= 1.39, e = .7072 and jf(3,N = 110) = 2.52, £.= .4711, respectively.
Question # 32 - Having a portable pension would be a strong incentive for me to
consider a different superintendent position.

Superintendents were interested in their pensions as indicated by their
response to this question. Table 24 shows the breakdown of having a portable
pension between stayers and leavers by the two independent variables. Chi-square
analysis of this question by CVl indicated there was a statistically significant
difference. ]f(3,N = 157) = 6.27, e = .0990. Chi-square analysis by CV2 showed no
statistically significant difference, jf(3,N = 108) = 5.18, e = .1590.
Table 24
Portable Pension
C V l (%)
Leavers
Stayers
Strongly agree
Agree
Disagree
Strongly disagree

11.73
13.41
10.06
726

8.94
15.64
21.79
11.17

CV2 (%)
Leavers

Stayers

19.44
22.22
16.67
12.04

4.63
6.48
12.96
5.56
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The rest of the Superintendent Factor questions were asked only of those
superintendents who had more than one superintendency.
Question # 33 - If this is not your first superintendency, what were the cir
cumstances under which you left your last position? Check all that apply.

Most of the responding superintendents said they left for a larger district.
Along with that, most superintendents said their leaving was voluntary and that they
left for a higher salary. Chi-square analysis of each circumstance by CVl and CV2
were statistically significant for the following variables.
CVl
Circumstance 2 Left for a larger district ^(L N = 183) = 31.61,_g=0001
Circumstance 3 Conflict with board members 3f(l,N = 183) = 17.00, g = .0001
Circumstance 4 Lack o f funding x2(l,N = 183) = 5.26, g = .0217
Circumstance 5 Board elections ]?(l,N = 183) = 4.20, g = .0403
Circumstance 6 Family considerations 3f(l,N = 183) = 18.49, g = .0001
Circumstance 7 Higher education opportunities x2(LM = 183) = 5.50, g = .0190
Circumstance 8 Job in a better financed district x2(l»N = 183) = 13.05, g_= .0003
Circumstance 9 Conflict with the community y2(l,N = 183) = 6.91, g = .0085
Circumstance 10 Conflict with an employee jf(l,N = 183) = 5.50, g = .0190
Circumstance 111 had been there “long enough”.p (l,N = 183) = 9.51, g = .0020
Circumstance 12 Left for a higher salary ^ (l.N = 183) = 24.12, g = .0001
Circumstance 14 Board vote of no confidence x^l.N = 183) = 11.26, g = .0008
CV2
Circumstance 14 Board vote of no confidence x2(LN = 183) = 3.75, g = .0526
The breakdown of circumstances that caused a superintendent to leave his/her
position by CVl and CV2 is presented in Table 25.
Question #34 - How many school districts have you worked for as a
superintendent?

The mean number of positions held by all responding superintendents having
more than one superintendency was 2.4 with a standard deviation of 1.0. The number
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Table 25
Circumstances o f Last Job Change
C V l (%)
Leavers
Stayers
Community Pressure
Left for a Larger District
Conflict with Board Members
Lack o f Funding
Board elections
Family Considerations
Higher Education Opportunities *
Job in Better Financed District
Conflict with Community *
Conflict with an Employee *
Had been there "Long Enough"
Left for a Higher Salary *
Voluntary
Board Vote of No Confidence *
Dismissal

.55
27.32
12.57
15.49
2.73
16.39
2.19
14.21
2.73
2.19
12.02
22.40
46
4.37
.55

.55
13.11
3.83
2.20
.55
6.56
0.00
6.56
0.00
0,00
6.01
10.38
18
0.00
.55

CV2 (%)
Leavers Stayers

.89
44.64
20.54
9.01
4.46
26.79
3.57
23.21
4.46
3.57
19.64
4.37
46
7.14
.89

.89
20.54
5.36
3.60
.89
10.71
0.00
10.71
0.00
0.00
8.93
0.00
18
0.00
.89

*Chi-square results may be unstable due to low expected frequencies.
of school districts in which a superintendent served by CV is presented in Table 26.
Independent t-tests were conducted for each independent variable (CVl, CV2).
Results indicated that for CVl there is a statistically significant difference in mean
number o f years spent in a previous position t(l 81) = 11.34, p = .001 between stayers
and leavers. The mean number o f years spent in a previous position t(l 10) = 2.27, p =
.0249 is also statistically significant.
Questions # 35 -W hat was the longest time you spent in a district as
superintendent?

The mean number of years for the longest time spent in a district by all
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Table 26
Number o f School Districts
CVl
Leavers
Stayers

N
Mean
Standard Deviation

78
2.48
1.20

CV2
Leavers Stayers

78
2.48
.49

105
.66
.98

34
2.00
1.04

respondents was 7.6 with a standard deviation of 4.3. This data is presented for each
CV in Table 27. Independent t-tests were conducted for each independent variable
(CVl, CV2).

Results indicated that for CVl there is a statistically significant

difference in the mean number o f years t£181) = 2.93, g = .0039 between leavers and
stayers, and a statistically significant difference in the mean number o f years for CV2
t( 110) = -7.63, g = .001 between leavers and stayers.
Table 27
Longest Time in a School District
CVl
Leavers
Stayers

N
Mean
Standard Deviation

78
5.50
2.60

105
3.50
5.58

CV2
Leavers Stayers

78
5.50
2.60

34
10.62
4.43

Question #36 - What was the shortest time you spent in a district as
superintendent?

For the shortest time spent in a district, the mean for all respondents was 3.4
years with a standard deviation of 2.1. This data is presented for each CV in Table
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28. Independent t-tests were conducted for each independent variable (CVl, CV2).
Results indicated that for CVl there is a statistically significant difference in the mean
number of years for the shortest time spent in a position t(181) = 5.24, p = .0001.
between leavers and stayers, and a statistically significant difference in the mean
number of years for shortest time for CV2 t(l 10) = -2.21, g = .0293 between leavers
and stayers.
Table 28
Shortest Time in a School District
CVl
N
Mean
Standard Deviation

CV2

Leavers

Stayers

Leavers

Stayers

78
3.00
2.16

105
1.29
2.21

78
3.00
2.16

34
3.97
1.10

Question #37 - Has your fam ily status had any effect (positive or negative) on
your willingness to move to another superintendent? If yes, please explain.

More than half o f the responding superintendents (57%) felt that their family
had an effect on their willingness to move. See Appendix E for a complete listing of
the comments made by each o f the respondents.
School District Factors
The following questions were categorized as school district factors. These
questions were the perceptions of the superintendent regarding issues in their school
district (see Table 29).
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Table 29
School District Factors
Question #
18

27

Question
How important are your district’s MEAP scores as a factor of the
support you feel from:
■ The community
■ The school board
■ The staff
How would you describe your current c o m m u n ity ?
■ Rural
■ Suburban
■ Urban

The following questions were filled out by superintendents who had more than
one superintendency (see Table 30).
The wealth o f the school district was determined by the per pupil expenditures
for each district This information was obtained from the Michigan Department of
Table 30

38

When you last changed districts as a superintendent, the type of district you
moved from was:
■ Rural to rural
■ Rural to suburban
■ Rural to urban
■ Suburban to rural
■ Suburban to suburban
■ Suburban to urban
■ Urban to rural
■ Urban to suburban
■ Urban to urban
Did the results of a bond/millage election have any influence on your leaving
your last position?

39

e
p

Question #

0

I.

School District Factors for Those With More Than One Superintendency
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Education (www.mde.state.mi.us) and not from the survey.

The per pupil

expenditures ranged from a high o f SI 1,134 to a low o f $5,388. The mean per pupil
expenditures for all respondents was S6,792.80 with a standard deviation o f $955.40
(see Table 31). Per pupil data is presented for each CV in Table 31. Independent ttests were conducted for each independent variable (CVl, CV2). Results indicated
that there is no statistically significant difference in mean per pupil expenditures for
CVl or CV2 between stayers and leavers. t(172) = .60, g = .5493 and t(40.1) = -0.87,
g = .3897.
Table 31
Per Pupil Expenditures
CVl
N
Mean
Standard Deviation

a VI

Leavers

Stayers

Leavers

Stayers

73
6682.50
718.05

101
6762.10
1033.00

73
6682.50
718.05

32
6889.90
1262.80

Question # 18 - How important are your district’s MEAP scores as a factor o f the
support you feel from:
■ The community
■ The school board
• The staff

From a choice o f crucial, very important, important or not important, the most
often checked was important Superintendents perceived that the MEAP scores were
most important to the school board. Superintendents felt the community saw the
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MEAP scores as being more important than did the staff (see Tables 32-34). Chisquare analysis of importance of MEAP scores to the community, the school board
and the school district by CVl and CV2 were not statistically significant.
CVl, CV2 -Community xfa,N = 154) = .68, £=.8789 andx2(3N = 111)= .10,
P=

.9915, respectively.

CVl, CV2 School Boardx2(3,N = 181) = .10, p = .9915 andx2(3,N= 110) = 1.46,
E =.6912, respectively.
CV l, CV2 Staffxfa,N = 182) = 70, p = .8722 and x2(3,N =111) = 1.70, p = .6381,
respectively.
Table 32
How Important Are MEAPs to the Community?
C V l (%)
Leavers Stayers
Crucial
Very
important
Important
Not important

CV2 [%)
Leavers
Stayers

3.30
18.13

6.59
24.18

5.41
29.73

3.60
11.71

16.48
4.40

21.43
5.49

27.03
7.21

11.71
3.60

Table 33
How Important Are MEAPs to the School Board?
C V l (%)
Leavers Stayers
Crucial
Very important
Important
Not important

4.42
21.55
14..36
2.21

6.63
28.18
19.34
3.31

CV2 C/m)
Leavers Stayers

7.27
35.45
23.64
3.64

5.45
14.55
8.18
1.82
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Table 34
How Important Are MEAPs to the Staff?
CVl (%)
Leavers
Stayers

2.20
12.64
22.53
4.95

Crucial
Very important
Important
Not important

CV2 <%)
Leavers
Stayers

2.75
20.33
27.47
7.14

3.60
20.72
36.94
8.11

2.70
11.71
12.61
3.60

Question # 27 - How would you describe your current community?

Most o f the superintendents in Michigan are from communities characterized
by the term rural. The urban school districts represent large numbers o f our school
population, yet represent only a small percentage of our respondents. Chi-square
analysis of type o f community by CVl and CV2 were not statistically significant:
X2(2,N = 183) = 3.84, p = .1467 and x2(2N = 112) = 2.14, p = .3423 respectively. The
breakdown of type of community for each independent variable is presented in Table
35.
Table 35
Type of Community
CVl (%)
Leavers
Stayers
Rural
Suburban
Urban

26.78
11.48
4.37

34.97
20.22
2.19

CV2 (%)
Leavers
Stayers

43.75
18.75
7.14

18.75
10.71
.89

Only those superintendents who had more than one superintendency answered
the following survey questions.
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Question # 38 - When you last changed districts as a superintendent, the type o f
district you moved from was:

The majority of our respondents were from rural communities (65%). This is
reflected in the responses to this question. Most o f the superintendents moved from
one rural community to another rural community. The next highest group moved
from a rural community to a suburban community. Chi-square analysis of each type of
community by CVl and CV2 were statistically significant for the following variables:
CVl - Rural to Rural x2(l,N =183) = 25.78, g = .0001
Rural to Suburban p(T.N = 183) = 8.05, g = .0046
Rural to Urban jf (1.N = 183) = 8.35, g = .0039
Suburban to Urban yYl.N = 183) = 4.20, g = .0403
CV2 - Rural to Urban x2(l,N =112) = 2.76, g = .0964
Suburban to Suburban x2( l^ i =112) = 10.35, g = .0013
Results are summarized in Table 36 for CVl and CV2.
Question # 39 - Did the results o f a bond/millage election have any influence on

Table 36
District Change With Last Job Change
C V lf% )
Leavers Stayers
Rural to rural
Rural to suburban
Rural to urban *
Suburban to rural
Suburban to suburban
Suburban to urban
Urban to rural *
Urban to suburban
Urban to urban *

20.77
8.20
3.28
1.64
1.64
2.73
0.00
0.55
0.55

8.20
3.28
0.00
0.55
4.37
0.55
0.55
0.00
0.00

CV2 (•/•)
Leavers Stayers

33.93
13.39
5.36
2.68
2.68
4.46
0.00
0.89
0.89

13.39
4.46
0.00
0.89
7.14
0.89
0.89
0.00
0.00

*Chi-square results may be unstable due to low expected frequencies.
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your leaving your last position?

Those who had been in their position 6 years or less were more likely to have
left as a result of an election. Presented in Table 37 is the breakdown o f the results of
an election as influencing a superintendent for each independent variable. Chi-square
analysis of results by CVl and CV2 were statistically significant. x2(l,N = 183) =
12.74, p = .0004 and r(l,N =112) = 4.26, p= .0389 respectively.
Table 37
Bond/Millage Results
C V l %)
Leavers Stayers
Yes

No

4.92
37.70

0.00
57.38

CV2 (%)
Leavers Stayers

8.04
61.61

0.00
30.36

* Chi-square results may be unstable due to low expected frequencies.
School Board Factors
The following questions were categorized as school board factors. The data
represent the perceptions the superintendent has about the school board (Table 38).
The following questions were filled out only by those superintendents having more
than one superintendency (see Table 39).
Question # 16 - How do you perceive the quality o f your relationship with your
current board?

Superintendents characterized the quality o f their relationship to the board as
excellent or good. Only three respondents characterized this relationship as poor.
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Table 38
School Board Factors
Question # Question
16
Bow do you perceive the quality of your relationship with your current
ward?
19
Solidarity means a oneness o f purpose between a superintendent and the
ward. How would you rate the solidarity between you and your current
ward?
20
Have community pressure groups emerged in the past year pressure the
ward?
22
Do you have a formal job description? If yes, are you evaluated on the
>asis o f that job description?
23
Are you evaluated annually, every two years, every three years, or not at
regular intervals?
Table 39
School Board Factors for Those With More Than One Superintendency
Question # Question
40
Solidarity means a oneness o f purpose between a superintendent and the
ward. How would you rate the solidarity between you and your past
board?
41
low important was “solidarity” as a factor for leaving your last
position?
Chi-square analysis o f quality of board relationship by CVl and Cv2 were not
statistically significant. r(3 ,N = 183) =3.29, p = .3486 and X ^ N = 112) = 4.22, p =
.2378 respectively. Results of the breakdown of quality of board relationship by CVl
andCV2 are presented in Table 40.
Question # 19 - Solidarity means a oneness of purpose between a superintendent
and the board. How would you rate th e solidarity between you and your current
board?
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Table 40
Quality of Relationship With Current Board

Excellent
Good
Average
Poor *

CV1 (%)
Leavers
Stayers
30.60
36.61
9.29
15.85
2.73
3.28
0.00
1.64

CV2 (%)
Leavers Stayers
50.00
18.75
15.18
9.82
4.46
.89
0.00
.89

"‘Chi-square results may be unstable due to low expected frequencies.
There seems to be a tight relationship with the majority o f superintendents and their
boards. Solidarity was rated “good” or “excellent” by 89% o f the entire group of
respondents. Chi-square analysis o f solidarity by CV1 and CV2 were not statistically
significant. £ (3 ,N = 182) = 1.15, p = .7627 and x2(3,N =111) = 2.64, p = .4491,
respectively. The breakdown of solidarity with the board for each independent vari
able is presented in Table 41.
Table 41
Level of Solidarity Between Superintendent and Board

Excellent
Good
Average
Poor

CV1LC/«)
Leavers Stayers
24.18
30.77
13.19
17.03
3.85
8.24
1.10
1.65

CV2 (%)
Leavers Stayers
39.64
14.41
21.62
9.01
6 31
5.41
1.80
1.80

Question # 2 0 - Have community pressure groups emerged in the past year to
pressure the board?
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Superintendents were quite evenly divided on this question. Almost half of
the superintendents felt that community pressure groups have emerged in the past year
to pressure the board. Chi-square analysis of pressure groups by CV1 and CV2 were
not statistically significant. 2f(2,N = 180) = 2.23, g = .3268 and i :(2,N = 110) = .11, g
= .9455, respectively. Data on pressure groups is presented for each CV in Table 42.
Table 42
Community Pressure Groups

Yes
No
Don't Know

CV1 (%)
CV2 (%)
Leavers Stayers Leavers Stayers
20.00
31.11
32.73
15.45
20.56
26.11
33.64
14.55
1.67
0.56
2.73
0.91

Question # 22 - Do you have a formal job description? If yes, are you evaluated
on the basis of that job description?
The majority of all respondents reported having a formal job description
(75%) although fewer were evaluated on the basis of that job description (64%). Chisquare analysis of formal job description by CV1 and CV2 were not statistically
significant x2(l,N = 180) = .09, g = .7650 and r ( l,N = 109) = .18, g = .6699. Data
on formal job description for each CV is presented in Tables 43 and 44.
Question # 23 - Are you evaluated annually, every two years, every three years or
not in regular intervals?
The majority of superintendents in Michigan reported that they were evaluated
annually (94%). Chi-square analysis o f evaluation frequency by CV1 was statistically
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Table 43
Formal Job Description?
CV1 (%)
Yes
No

CV2(%)

Leavers

Stayers

Leavers

Stayers

31.67
10.56

44.44
13.33

52.29
17.43

23.85
6.42

Table 44
Evaluated on Basis o f Job Description?

Yes
No

CV1 (%)

CV2(%)

Leavers Stayers

Leavers Stayers

25.33
16.00

38.67
20.00

41.76
26.37

20.88
10.99

significant iC(2,N =182) = 5.01, p = .0814. Chi-square analysis of evaluation
frequency by CV2 was not significant x2(2,N =111) = 2.81, p= .2445. The break
down of evaluation frequency by CV1 and CV2 is presented in Table 45.
Table 45
Evaluation Frequency?

Annual
Every* 2
years
Every* 3
years
NOT

CV1 (•/•)

CV2 (%)

Leavers Stayers

Leavers Stayers

41.21
1.10

53.85
0.00

67.57
1.80

27.93
0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.55

3.30

0.90

1.80

*Chi-square results may be unstable due to low expected frequencies.
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Only those superintendents who had two or more superintendencies answered
the following questions.
Question # 40 - Solidarity means a oneness o f purpose between a superintendent
and the board. How would you rate the solidarity between you and your past
board?

About half o f the responding superintendents gave an “excellent” rating to the
solidarity they felt between themselves and the past board.

Almost one-fourth

reported the relationship between themselves and their past board to be either average
or poor. Chi-square analysis o f solidarity with past board by CV1 was statistically
significant ]f(3,N = 183) = 60.61, p = .0001. Chi-square analysis of solidarity by
CV2 was not statistically significant £2(3,N = 112) = 2.72, p = .4364. Table 46
shows the breakdown of solidarity for each independent variable (CV1, CV2).
Question # 41 - How important was “solidarity” as a factor for leaving your last
position?

The majority (53%) o f the reporting superintendents responded that
“solidarity” played a part in their decision to leave their last position. Chi-square
Table 46
Solidarity With Past Board
CV1 (%)
Leavers
Stayers
Excellent
Good
Averaee
Poor

21.31
8.74
7.10
5.46

39.89
1.64
6.56
9.29

CV2 (%)
Leavers
Stayers

34.82
14.29
11.61
8.93

15.18
9.82
2.68
2.68
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analysis of

s o lid a rity

as a factor for leaving by CV1 was statistically significant

]T(2,N = 183) = 32.44, g= .0001. Solidarity as a factor for leaving by CV2 was not
significant ]f(2,N = 112) = 4.77, £ = .1890. Solidarity as a factor for leaving by
CV1 and CV2 is presented in Table 47.
Table 47
Solidarity Effect

Crucial
Very important
Im portant
Not important

CVl (%)
Leavers Stayers
10.93
3.83
8.20
1.64
3.28
3.28
20.22
48.63

CV2 (%)
Leavers Stayers
17.86
5.36
2.68
13.39
5.36
5.36
33.04
16.96

Inferential Statistical Analysis
Longevity was defined by classifying the respondents into stayers or leavers
two different ways (CVl and CV2) which then served as the criterion variables in two
separate stepwise logistic regression analyses. Stayers were superintendents who had
been in their current position more than six years, while Leavers were superintendents
who had six years or fewer in their current position. CVl included data from
superintendents who were in their first superintendency and from superintendents who
had more than one superintendency and CV2 included only data from superintendents
who had two or more superintendencies.
There were six research questions posed in this study. All o f these questions
were addressed simultaneously using stepwise logistic regression analyses. An alpha
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level of 0.10 was used to determine statistical significance of the findings. The width
of this confidence interval is wider than the standard 0.05 interval used in most
educational research. A higher type I error rate is justifiable in this exploratory study
to decrease the possibility of making a type H error by potentially missing a possible
risk or protective factor. The predictor variables were divided into three groups: (1)
Superintendent Factors, (2) School District Factors, and (3) School Board Factors, but
for purposes of analysis all of the factors were included in the stepwise logistic
analysis.
A variable was considered a protective factor if it was shown to increase the
probability that a superintendent would stay in a position for more than six years. The
variable was considered a risk factor if it was shown to decrease the probability that a
superintendent would stay in a position for more than six years.
Logistic Analysis 1
Using CVl as the criterion variable, a test o f the full model versus a model
with intercept only was statistically significant, x2(7,N=I21)=51.6673, p< ,0001.
There were four superintendent factors that were significant at the .10 level and
classified as protective. They were: age, additional retirement benefits in the salary
package, the length of time the superintendent has lived within a 25 mile radius of
his/her current position, and the outcome of the last evaluation. Table 48 presents a
summary o f the stepwise logistic analysis along with the odds ratio (OR) for each of
the significant predictor variables. The odds ratio for retirement benefits (OR=2.907)
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Table 48
Protective Factors for Longevity, Criterion Variable 1
Parameter

DF

Estimate

Wald ChiSquare

P
Value

Odds
Ratio

Ace
Retire Ben.
Live
Last Eval

1
1
1
1

0.0883
1.0672
0.0854
1.3943

3.0724
4.1098
13.2598
5.4364

0.0796
0.0426
0.0003
0.0197

1.092
2.907
1.089
4.032

90%
Wald
Confidence Limits

1.0054
1.2230
1.0479
1.5077

1.1867
6.9101
1.1320
10.7833

indicates that when holding all other variables constant, respondents with additional
retirement benefits in a salary package were almost three times more likely to be a
stayer than a leaver. The odds ratio for a superintendents’ last evaluation (OR =
4.032) indicates that when holding all other variables constant, respondents with a
higher rating in their last evaluation were over four times more likely to be a stayer
than a leaver. Although age was a significant predictor variable in this analysis
(p=.0796), the odds ratio for age (OR = 1.092) indicates that older superintendents
were only slightly more likely to be in the stayers group than in the leavers group.
Superintendents who lived within 25 miles o f their position were more likely to be a
stayer than a leaver (P = .0003), but holding other variables constant the odds ratio
(OR = 1.089) indicates that the difference between stayers and leavers was not as
great as with additional retirement benefits and the level of the last evaluation.
Presented in Table 49 are the statistically significant risk factors related to
longevity for CVl. Two predictors were significant at the 0.10. They were Board
Micromanagement and Quality o f the Relationship between the Superintendent and
the School Board. Superintendents were asked to choose which factors) most
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Table 49
Risk Factors for Longevity, Criterion Variable i
Parameter

DF

Estimate

ChiSquare

P
Value

Odds
Ratio

I

-2.2556

5.1426

0.0233

0.105

0.0204

0.5382

I

-2.3351

10.9775

0.0009

0.097

0.0304

0.3086

Board
Micro
management
Quality

inhibited their effectiveness in their position.

90%
Wald
Confidence Limits

Those who chose “Board

Micromanagement” were more likely to be among the leavers group, (OR= 105)
indicating that when holding all other variables constant, leavers were more likely to
choose board micromanagement as a factor inhibiting their effectiveness and
contributing to their leaving. The other statistically significant risk factor was the
quality o f relationship between the superintendent and the school board. Those
perceiving a higher quality in their relationship were more likely to be a
superintendent who has six years or less in their current position (see Table 49).
Criterion Variable 2
Using CV2 as the criterion variable, a test o f the full model versus a model
with intercept only was statistically significant, *2(3,N=67)=52.2092, £<0001. Two
superintendent factors and one school district factor were found to be significant at
the .10 level. These factors were all found to be protective for longevity (see Table
50). The factors were: the longest time a superintendent had served in one district,
whether the superintendent had left for family reasons, and moving from suburban to
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Table 50
Protective Factors for Longevity, Criterion Variable 2
Parameter DF Estimate
Longest
time
Left for
Family
Suburb to
Sub.

P
Value
0.0006

Odds
Ratio
3.405

90%
Wald
Confidence Limits
1.8870
6.1435

1

1.2252

ChiSquare
11.6569

1

3.1147

5.8413

0.0157

22.527

2.7041

79.9499

1

5.0888

8.6683

0.0032

162.199

9.4461

2784.9912

suburban districts. The time a superintendent served in a previous district (OR=
3.405) indicates that when holding other variables constant, superintendents who had
served a longer time in a previous position were more than 3 times more likely to be a
stayer. If the superintendent left his/her last position for family reasons (OR=22.527),
holding other variables constant, he/she would be over 20 times more likely to be a
stayer. A superintendent who is moving from suburban district to suburban district is
162 times more likely to be a stayer, holding other variables constant (OR =162.199).
These last two statistically significant protective factors must be interpreted with
caution, however. As can be seen from Table 50, the OR estimates for leaving for
family reasons and moving from suburban district to suburban district are very large.
This is likely due to small sample sizes and uneven distributions in these variables.
Thus the lower limit of the 90% Cl may represent a more plausible OR, i.e. 2.7041
and 9.4461, respectively.

There were no risk factors for Criterion Variable 2
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Summary
Six research questions were posed for this study.

Each question was

addressed using the stepwise logistic regression analysis. An alpha level o f .10 was
used as the criterion for determining the statistical significance of the findings. The
factors are listed according to their level o f significance with the most discriminating
factor listed first
Research question 1. What are the superintendent factors that are protective
for longevity?
1.

The length of time the superintendent lived within 25 miles of his/her
position.

2.

The length of time the superintendent spent in a previous position.

3.

Leaving the past position for family considerations

4.

The outcome of the last evaluation

5.

The existence of additional retirement benefits in the salary package.

6.

The age of the superintendent

Research question 2. What are the superintendent factors that are risk for
longevity?
The micromanagement of the board as a factor that inhibits the
superintendent’s effectiveness.
Research Question 3. What are the school district factors that are protective
for longevity?
Moving from suburban district to suburban district
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Research question 4. What are the school district factors that are risk for
longevity?
There were no school district factors that are significant at the .10 confidence
level.
Research ouesrion S. What are the school board factors that are protective
for longevity?
There were no school board factors that are significant at the .10 confidence
level.
Research question 6. What are the school board factors that are risk for
longevity?
The quality o f the relationship between the superintendent and the board.
Conclusions based on these findings along with a discussion as to how these
findings relate to the current literature, can be found in Chapter V. Also included in
Chapter V are the limitations o f the study and recommendations for further research.
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CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
This chapter is divided into six sections. The first section consists o f a sum
mary of the study, including the purpose of the study, description of the population,
and the treatment of the data. The second section includes a summary of the findings
listed according to criterion variables (CVl and CVII). The third section consists of a
discussion of the results relating to the findings. The fourth section examines the con
clusions based on the findings and the literature. The fifth section presents limita
tions of the study and the final section suggests recommendations for further research.
Summary of the Study
The purpose o f this study was to examine potential risk and protective factors
for longevity of superintendents in Michigan. Longevity was defined by two criterion
variables: (1) CVl, and (2) CV2. Criterion Variable 1 (CVl) divided the superinten
dents into two groups: Superintendents who had more than one superintendency and
had six years or less in their current position (Leavers), and superintendents who had
more than sue years in their current position regardless of the number o f superinten
dencies they had in their career (Stayers). Criterion Variable 2 (CV2) looked at only
those superintendents who had more than one superintendency. The two groups
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consisted of those having six years or less in their current position (Leavers) and those
with more than six years in their cuirent position (Stayers). The predictor variables
consisted of factors measured by the survey and divided into Superintendent Factors,
School District Factors and School Board Factors. The data were collected by means
of a mail out survey instrument sent to all the superintendents in Michigan (N=524).
There was a 64.5% return rate (n=338). The survey instrument contained 41 ques
tions. Superintendents who were in their first superintendency answered the first 32
questions, while those having more than one superintendency answered the entire sur
vey. Additionally, the wealth of the school district was measured by the per pupil
expenditures. This information was obtained directly from the Michigan Department
of Education (www.mde.state.mi.us), and analyzed with the rest o f the data collected
using the stepwise logistic regression procedure.
Summary o f the Findings
Criterion Variable 1
The following predictor variables were found significant at the .10 confidence
level as they relate to longevity defined by Criterion Variable L There were four
superintendent factors that were protective for longevity, and one superintendent fac
tor that was risk for longevity. There were no school board factors that were protec
tive for longevity and one school board factor that was risk for longevity. There were
no school district factors that were either risk or protective for longevity.
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Superintendent Factors protective for longevity as defined by CVl:
1. Superintendents with more than six years in their current position indi
cated they had lived within 25 miles o f their current position for a longer period o f
time.
2. Superintendents with more than six years in their current position were
older than those having six years or less in their current position.
3. There was a relationship between superintendents who have more than six
years in their current position and whether the district offered retirement benefits as
part of their compensation package. Odds ratio data indicate that the odds of a person
with retirement benefits to be a stayer is almost three times more than to be a leaver.
4. Superintendents who had been in their position longer than six years had a
higher score on their last evaluation.
Superintendent Factors that are risk for longevity as defined by CVl:
1. Superintendents with six years or less in their current position find micro
management by the board a factor that most inhibits their effectiveness.
School Board Factors that are risk for longevity as defined by CVl:
1.

Superintendents with six years or less in their current position perceive a

higher quality in their relationship with the school board than those with more than
six years in their current position.
Criterion Variable 2
The following predictor variables were found significant at the .10 confidence
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level as they relate to longevity defined by Criterion Variable 2. There were two
superintendent factors that were protective for longevity, and no superintendent fac
tors that were risk for longevity. There were no school board factors that were either
protective or risk for longevity and one school district factor that was protective for
longevity. There were no school district factors that were risk for longevity.
Superintendent Factors that were protective for longevity as defined by CV2:
1. The longer a superintendent had served in a previous position, the more
likely the superintendent would be to serve in the current position longer than six
years. Odds ratio data indicate that superintendents who had served a longer time in a
previous position were more than 3 times more likely to be a stayer when holding
other variables constant.
2. Leaving a former position as superintendent for family reasons was char
acteristic of superintendents who had been in their current position longer than six
years. Odds ratio data indicate that the odds o f a person who left the last position for
family reasons, to be a stayer is at least 2.7 times more than to be a leaver, holding
other variables constant.
School District Factors that were protective for longevity as defined by CV2:
1.

Superintendents who move from suburban to suburban districts are more

likely to be superintendents who stay in their position longer than six years. Odds
ratio data indicate that the odds of a person who moves from suburban district to
suburban district, to be a stayer is at least 9.4 times more than to be a leaver, holding
other variables constant.
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Discussion o f the Results
Each of the significant factors are discussed in this section. They are intro
duced in order from most significant to least significant These findings are enhanced
by additional demographic information gathered from the results o f other questions
on the survey.
The factor that was most significant in the logistic stepwise selection method
was the length of time a superintendent had lived within 25 miles o f his/her current
position. The longer a superintendent had lived in the area, the more likely the super
intendent will stay longer than 6 years. A large number of the responding superinten
dents (N=59) had lived in their current district 30 years or longer. This is for most
people their entire career life. Several of the respondents were bom in the community
in which they are a superintendent (N=31). This is strong evidence for a school board
to consider hiring a local person if it is important for them to have a superintendent
who stays longer than the reported average tenure.
For the superintendents who have had more than one superintendency, they
will be more likely to stay longer than six years in their current position if they stayed
longer in their previous position, hi other words, hiring superintendents who have
moved from one district to another after a short period o f tune will most likely result
in a superintendent who continues to move on. Carlson (1962) used the concept of
career-bound and place-bound to differentiate between superintendents who ascended
to the superintendency from a different position within the district and those who
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came in from outside the district to assume the superintendency. Fenske (1971) noted
that the career-bound superintendent values opportunity over ties to a single commun
ity and is one who is more open to new positions in other locales.
Suprisingly, the perceived quality o f the relationship between the superinten
dent and the board had a reverse effect on longevity. The higher the superintendent
scored the quality of their relationship with the board, the more likely the super
intendent would be a superintendent with six years or less in his/her current position.
This finding is not consistent with most of the literature and bears a closer look.
Hentges (1985) looked at the politics o f superintendents and school boards. Pertinent
in his study are the findings that conflict levels in general proved higher than had
been indicated in earlier research. Some argue that the board becomes too engrossed
in the day to day affairs o f the school district. One wonders if the data from this study
indicate a “honeymoon phase” that could occur during the first few years as a super
intendent settles in to his/her new position. This could account for the perception by
the short term (six years or less in their current position) superintendents seeing their
relationship with the board as “Excellent” more often than those seasoned superinten
dents who have been there longer. Another thought is that members o f the board who
hire a superintendent may be mostly or totally gone after a six year period. Those
superintendents with more longevity may be working with a board whose philosophy
is quite different than that o f the board who hired them.
Superintendents who had more than one superintendency were asked, “When
you last changed districts as a superintendent, what type o f district did you move

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

99
from?” O f the nine choices, one o f those choices, Suburban to Suburban, was protec
tive for longevity. The odds ratio for suburban to suburban indicates that when hold
ing other variables constant, a superintendent is at least 9 times more likely to be a
stayer than to be a leaver when he/she moves between suburban districts. These data
are a strong affirmation of the literature. Most superintendents prefer to work in the
type of district in which they currently work, and overall they were most attracted to
suburban districts (Cooper et al., 2000).
The outcome of the last evaluation proved to be a significant protective factor
for longevity. In response to “What was your last evaluation?”, the respondents could
choose from a list of four options: (1) Poor, (2) Fair, (3) Good, and (4) Excellent
The category most often chosen was “Excellent” with a rather high number choosing
not to answer the question (n=21). This study indicates that those who have been in
their current position longer than six years were more likely to choose “Excellent”
than those who were in their position six years or less. This stands to reason since in
many positions, the excellent evaluation is withheld for a few years to see how the
new superintendent does in his/her new position. The superintendency is also a
challenging position. It may take a few years for someone to actually do work
deserving o f an excellent evaluation. If a superintendent has been in a district for a
long time and is not being evaluated with high marks, many would see that as an
indicator to begin looking for a new position.
Family is an important factor when it comes to superintendent mobility. The
responding population o f superintendents in Michigan are white (n=324 or 95%),
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men (n=302 or 88%). They are married with children (n=285 or 84%). This question
asked superintendents to choose from a list of 15 choices, what were the circum
stances under which they left their last position. They could check all that apply.
Significant as a protective factor for longevity was Family Considerations. Paired
with this question, but not found to be significant is question 37: “Has your family
status had any effect (positive or negative) on your willingness to move to another
superintendency?” This survey question is mentioned here because the respondents
had an opportunity to explain in their own words how their family has influenced
their decisions (see Appendix E). Overwhelmingly, the responses indicated that the
superintendents saw themselves as part o f a family and a move was a family decision,
not just the decision of the superintendent Among considerations mentioned were
spouses career, children in school, and moving to be with extended family.
Micromanagement by the board is considered a risk factor for longevity.
Some feel that board members become too involved in the day to day affairs of run
ning a school district and that they challenge the superintendent for power and con
trol over the district This is often seen as a determent to the educational program
(Bradley, 1990).
Salary was an expected protective factor for longevity (Anderson, 1989;
Newell, 1997). The survey asks the superintendents to fill in their salary. It also asks
them to check from among nine choices any additional benefits they might have. One
benefit was shown to be a protective factor for longevity: additional retirement bene
fits. The average age of the respondents was 50.84. This statistic mirrors the national
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statistics (Glass, 2000) and is the main reason why retirement benefits are an impor
tant focus for many of the superintendents. This study showed that those who have
more than six years in their current position are characterized as having additional
retirement benefits as one of their salary perks. This benefit was found to be protec
tive for longevity, while salary alone was not found to be protective.
Age is a protective factor for longevity. This data show that superintendents
who have been in their positions longer than six years are older than those who have
been in their positions six years or less. The average age of the responding population
is S0.8. Those having more than six years in their current position have a mean age of
54.5 with a standard deviation of 4.41. Although there was one superintendent who
was 32 years old, the majority o f superintendents are in their fifties.
Conclusions and Implications
Based on the results o f this study, the following conclusions and implications
can be drawn.
1. Salary was not found to be a major determiner of superintendent longevity
in a given position, however additional retirement benefits were a significant factor.
School boards need to carefully analyze superintendent compensation packages and
be sure that they are meeting the needs of their superintendent Being competitive in
the marketplace means not only a fair salary, but a benefits package that is attractive
as well.
2. When a board wants to hire a superintendent who will stay longer than the
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average, look: to the talent already in the district. Hiring someone from the outside
may bring in new ideas, but it also heightens the chance that the superintendent will
serve the district less than the average tenure.
3. A superintendent is part o f a family. Superintendents who left their previ
ous position for family reasons were 4.6 times more likely to be a stayer than a leaver,
holding other variables constant. When asked in this survey if the family had any
bearing on a superintendent’s decision to leave, the response was overwhelmingly yes
(see remarks in Appendix E). Superintendents have children in schools and spouses
with careers. When recruiting a new superintendent, school boards need to be aware
that the position itself is only part o f what will affect the decision made by the candi
date. Also retaining a superintendent may have more to do with the age of the chil
dren, the career aspirations o f the spouse and the presence o f extended family in the
area than it has to do with factors more closely tied to the position.
4. Superintendents who stay longer are those with excellent evaluations. The
superintendent^ can be a difficult and complex job, therefore taking a new super
intendent several years to do excellent work and be recognized for that in his/her eval
uation. School boards do not always take the opportunity to look carefully at a super
intendent’s work and give recognition for the work that is well done. Many times the
board members are not trained to evaluate a superintendent’s work. Evaluation can
be an opportunity to let a superintendent know in a meaningful way that he/she is
doing a fine job. If their good work is acknowledged, they may stay longer.
5. Many superintendents who have been in a district more than six years do
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not feel they have an excellent relationship with their board. Superintendents in
Michigan spend an average o f 4.5 hours per week in direct communication with the
board. This needs to be increased in order to ensure that this vital relationship is kept
in tact Superintendents need to make a concerted effort to telephone, email or meet
informally with their board members each week.
6.

Boards need to curtail their efforts to try to micromanage the school

district. If superintendents have a clear job description, and many o f them do not,
school boards need to let them do the job they were hired to do. A good place to
begin is to make sure the superintendent has a clear job description and knows when
and how he/she will be evaluated. If necessary, the board needs to bring someone in
to provide leadership in this area.
Limitations of the Study
1. Superintendents were asked to categorize their districts into Suburban,
Rural, or Urban. They were asked to do this with no guidelines. As a result, the
category chosen by the superintendent may not be the category chosen by the
researcher. A better way would have been to measure the size o f the district by the
number o f students served, or to provide guidelines within the survey itself. This
would have brought more accuracy to the statistic.
2. On reflection, there were other, better ways to ask some o f the questions.
For example, the respondent was asked to circle Strongly Agree, Agree, Disagree, or
Strongly Disagree, to this question; “Moving my spouse/significant other and family
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would be a strong incentive if I were to consider a different superintendent position.”
In most cases, this is a disincentive. Dealing with a “double negative” is often con
fusing.
In another question, the superintendent was asked: “How do you perceive the
stress associated with your position of superintendent?” The choice of answers were:
No stress, Little stress, Moderate stress, Very great stress. One answer, on reflection
seems to be missing: Great stress.
3. Some of the respondents questioned the confidentiality of the survey
because there was a number on the back of it. This number was used for tracking
purposes so that this researcher could send a reminder postcard to those who had not
returned the survey. If this would have been explained in the cover letter, some
superintendents would perhaps have felt more at ease in giving some of the more per
sonal information. There were several surveys with questions left blank.
4. Although the response rate to this survey was good (65%), the timing of
sending the superintendent a survey was questionable. This survey was sent in the
summer. Of those not returning the survey, when asked for the reason why, they
responded that either they or their secretaries were on vacation. Sending the survey
during the school year is also questionable since superintendents are on a tighter
schedule.
5. This study reflected the perceptions of the superintendent.

Different

answers may have been given by others regarding the superintendent’s relationship
with the school board and the attitudes o f school board members, community
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members and staff toward standardized testing. The outcome o f the last evaluation
was also self-reported. A survey sent to board members could yield different infor
mation for some of the questions.
6. Superintendents who had recently left or retired were not surveyed. This
survey was filled out only by those currently holding the position. The study would
have been enhanced by information from superintendents who had left the position.
Sometimes those who have left can give a more objective viewpoint of the job and the
conditions contributing to their leaving.
7. Interim superintendents are sometimes hired by districts when a superinten
dent search is taking longer than expected, or when a superintendent leaves with no
warning.

Interim superintendents run the day to day operations o f the district until a

board can find a person who meets their requirements. There was no question on the
survey asking whether a superintendent was interim or permanent. A person hired as
an interim would know at the onset of his/her position that it would be for a short
time, therefore the information he or she would give on the survey would be invalid.
8. Leavers and stayers could have been defined differently. In this study, a
person who had worked for 10 years in a previous district and had recently moved to
their current district would be classified as a leaver. Leavers could have been defined
as those superintendents who have never served in a district longer than 6 years and
stayers would be those having been in their current position or any position longer
than six years.
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Recommendations for Further Research
There needs to be more research in the area of compensation packages for
superintendents. Most often, the only part of a superintendent’s package that is
reported is the salary figure. This information is difficult to obtain because o f its per
sonal nature, yet as superintendents negotiate for better pay and benefits, they need to
have better information as well.
The definition of longevity with superintendents needs to be standardized.
This research chose to define it as taking the number of years a superintendent has in
his/her current position, with six years as a cut-off point for stayers and leavers. This
was taken from the most current research that says that superintendents have an aver
age tenure of 5-6 years nationally (Glass, 2000). In the recent study done by the
American Association of School Administrators (AASA), tenure data were analyzed
by dividing the total number of years in the superintendency by the number of superintendencies held. Other studies have defined it differently and the result has been
conflicting information in the research as to whether the turnover rate in this field
represents a crises.
Stress in the position of superintendent is an area where more research needs
to be done. Of the responding superintendents, more than 35% o f them said they
experienced “Very great stress” associated with their position. What effect does this
amount o f stress have on the work o f superintendents? What are the causes o f this
stress, and how does it affect job performance? What are some systems that can be in
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place to help a superintendent combat this level of stress on the job?
Cultural change in a school district takes a minimum o f three to five years
(Fullan, 2001). With superintendents’ longevity averaging five to six years, more
research needs to be done on the effect of high turnover o f superintendents on cultural
change. An in-depth study of the effect o f change in superintendents on principals,
teachers, parents and students would help uncover the real effects that superinten
dents’ longevity has on the culture for learning.
Leadership is a complex a rt Effective leaders are energy creators. They set
high standards and bring with them a spirit of hope and optimism. Students are the
real losers in the shuffle o f changes in the superintendency. Our nation’s children
deserve better. Until this country prioritizes education, not just with rhetoric, our
schools will not be able to attract the best and the brightest that are so desperately
needed as our superintendents.
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SURVEY ON FACTORS CONCERNING SUPERINTENDENT TENURE
The purpose o f this survey is to identify factors which affect superintendent tenure in
a given district Data will be reported by general categories and not by individual
school districts.
1. Is this your first superintendency?

_______ Yes

______ No

If No, have you had two or more positions in the past six years?

Ye s _____No

2. How many years have you served as a superintendent?______________________
3. How many years have you served in your current position?__________________
4. What is the highest degree you have earned?
Bachelors
Masters
Specialists
Doctorate
5. To what ethnic group do you belong?
Caucasian
African American
Hispanic
Asian
Other
6. How old are you?
7. Gender?

Male

Female

8. What is your present family status?
Single
Married without children
Married with children
Divorced

i

I
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9. What is your present yearly salary?________________________
10. In addition to your current salary, circle the additional financial benefits o f your
position? (Check all that apply)
district leased vehicle or vehicle allowance
annuities
additional life insurance
paid board positions
additional retirement contributions
additional social security contributions
expense account
country club membership
opportunity for to attend national conferences
11. How much of a feeling of satisfaction does the position of superintendent provide
for you?
None
Little
Moderate
Considerable
12. Are there any issues that would cause you to leave your current position of
superintendent?
_______ No

_________ Yes

If yes, check all that apply.
Lack of financing to adequately fund the operations of the district
Lack of community support
Lack o f board member support
Media attacks on school district
Increased family responsibilities
Other
13. How long have you lived within a radius o f 25 miles ofyour current position?
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14. What are the factors that inhibit your effectiveness in your current
superintendency? (check: all that apply)
Inadequate financing
Too many insignificant demands
State reform mandates
Collective bargaining agreements
Racial/ethnic problems
Too much added responsibility
Insufficient administrative support
Difficulty with relations with board members
Ineffective staff members
Size o f district
Lack of community support
Board micromanagement
Board elections - changed expectations
Other
15. What is the average number o f hours per week you spend in direct
communications with board members?
16. How do you perceive the quality of your relationship with your current board?
Excellent
.____ Good
.____ Average
Poor
17. How important to you is the quality o f the relationship with your board ?
Crucial
Very important
Important
Not Important
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18. How important are your district’s MEAP scores as a factor o f the support you feel
from: (circle your response)
4 = crucial 3 = very important

2 = important I = not important

The community

4

3

2

1

The school board

4

3

2

1

The staff

4

3

2

1

19. Solidarity means a oneness of purpose between a superintendent and the board.
How would you rate the solidarity between you and your current board?
Excellent
Good
Fair
Poor
20. Have community pressure groups emerged in the past year to pressure the board?
Yes
No
Don’t Know
21..

How do you perceive superintendent turnover in Michigan?
Decreasing
Increasing
Remaining about the same
Don’t Know

22. Do you have a formal job description
Yes
No
If Yes, are you evaluated on the basis of that job description?
Yes

No
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23. Are you evaluated:
Annually?
Every two years?
Every three years?
I am not evaluated at regular intervals
24. What was your last evaluation?
Excellent
Good
Fair
Poor
25. In your career, where do you plan to be in five years?
Continue in my current position
In a superintendency in a larger district
In a superintendency in a smaller district
Working in a university
In a profession outside education
Retirement
Working in an education- related position
26.

How do you perceive the stress associated with your position o f

superintendent?
._____No stress
._____Little stress
Moderate stress
Very great stress
27.

How would you describe your current community?
Rural______
Suburban
U rban_____
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Please circle your answer.
4 = Strongly agree 3 = agree 2 = disagree 1 = strongly disagree
28. Higher pay and better benefits would be a strong incentive for me to consider a
different superintendent position. 4
3
2
1
29. Moving to a larger district would be a strong incentive for me to consider a
different superintendent position.
4
3
2
1
30. Moving to a smaller district would be a strong incentive for me to consider a
different superintendent position.
4
3
2
1
31. Moving my spouse/significant other and family would be a strong incentive if I
were to consider a different superintendent position.
4
3
2
1
32. Having a portable pension would give me would be a strong incentive for me to
consider a different superintendent position.
4
3
2
1
If this is your first superintendency, stop here. Thank you for your participation.

33. If this is not your first superintendency, what were the circumstances under which
you left your last position? Check all that apply.
Community Pressure
Left for a larger district.
Conflict with Board Members
.Lack of Funding
Board Elections
Family Considerations
Higher Education Opportunities
Job in better financed district
Conflict with the community
.____ Conflict with an employee
.____ I had been there “long enough”
Left for a higher salary
Voluntary
Board vote of no confidence
Dismissal
Other, please explain
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34. How many school districts have you worked for as a superintendent?
35. What was the longest time you spent in a district as superintendent?
36. What was the shortest time you spent in a district as
superintendent?_____________ 37. Has your family status had any effect (positive or negative) on your willingness to
move to another superintendency?
Yes
No
If yes, please explain.
38. When you last changed districts as a superintendent, the type of district you
moved from was:
Rural to rural
Rural to suburban
Rural to urban
Suburban to rural
Suburban to suburban
Suburban to urban
Urban to rural
Urban to suburban
Urban to urban
39. Did the results of a bond/millage election have any influence on your leaving
your last position?
Yes
No
40. Solidarity means a oneness of purpose between a superintendent and the board.
How would you rate the solidarity between you and your past board?
Excellent
Good
Fair
Poor
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41. How important was “solidarity” as a factor for leaving your last position?
Crucial
Very important
Somewhat important
Not important
Check here if you would like to be sent a summary o f the results o f this study.

Thank you for your participation.
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You are invited to participate in a research project entitled “Factors Relating to
Superintendent Tenure in Michigan.” This project is designed to identify reasons
superintendents leave their positions and is being conducted by Dr. Joseph Kretovics and
Sally Siebesma-Hipp from Western Michigan University, Department of Teaching,
Learning, and Leadership. This research is being conducted as part o f the dissertation
requirements for Sally Siebesma-Hipp.
The survey is comprised of 41 short answer type questions and will take approximately
15 minutes to complete. Your replies will be completely anonymous, so do not put your
name anywhere on the form. You may choose to not answer any question and simply
leave it blank. If you choose to not participate in this survey, you may either return the
blank survey or you may discard it. Returning the survey indicates your consent to use
the answers you supply for this research. If you have any questions, you may contact Dr.
Joseph Kretovics at (616) 387-6867, Sally Siebesma-Hipp at (616) 676-0379, the Human
Subjects Institutional Review Board at (616) 387-8293, or the Vice President for
Research at (616) 387-8296.
This consent document has been approved for use for one year by the Human Subjects
Institutional Review Board as indicated by the stamped date and signature of the board
chair in the upper right comer. You should not participate in this project if the comer
does not have a stamped date and signature.
A. summary o f the results o f this survey will be sent to all participants. Thank you for
considering participation in this study.
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Dear Superintendent,

Dear Superintendent,

Just a friendly reminder to turn in your survey regarding
Factors Affecting Superintendent’s Tenure in Michigan,
If you have already done so, thank you and please disregard
Send to
Sally Hipp
1801 Timber Canyon
Ada, Ml 49301

Just a friendly reminder to turn in your survey regarding
Factors Affecting Superintendent’s Tenure in Michigan.
If you have already done so, thank you and please disregard
Send to
Sally Hipp
1801 Timber Canyon
Ada, Ml 49301

Dear Superintendent,

Dear Superintendent,

Just a friendly reminder to turn in your survey regarding
Factors Affecting Superintendent’s Tenure In Michigan.
If you have done so, thank you and please disregard
this message.
Send to:
Sally Hipp
1801 Timber Canyon
Ada, Ml 49301

Just a friendly reminder to turn in your survey regarding
Factors Affecting Superintendent’s Tenure In Michigan,
If you have done so, thank you and please disregard
this message
Send to:
Sally Hipp
1801 Timber Canyon
Ada, MI 49301

Appendix D
Reasons Given for Not Sending Back the Survey
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Reasons Given for Not Sending Back the Survey
The total population o f all superintendents in Michigan is 524. All the superinten
dents were sent a survey. There were 342 surveys returned for a response rate of
65%. A random sample of six superintendents not responding were contacted as to
the reasons they did not respond. The following reasons were mentioned:
My secretary was on vacation(when the survey came), and I can’t remember
seeing the survey.
I did not take the time to fill it out because of competing priorities.
I remember filling it out, but we were remodeling then and it could have
gotten lost.
Long after the survey was filled out, I found it had slipped between the seats in
my wife’s car. When I found the survey, I figured it was too late to mail it.
I didn’t have time.
I thought I mailed it Are you sure you don’t have it?
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Comments on Question #37
SURVEY #3
37 a - To be near family
SURVEY 22
37 We moved closer to Family
Survey 27
Item 37 Didn’t want to move while kids were in school
Survey 30
Item 37 Children are in school with many friends.
Survey 37
Item 37 Move closer to college age children.
Survey 49
Item 37 Children
Survey 51
item 37 - If I change jobs, my wife has to change jobs.
Survey 59
Item 37 Do not want to leave friends or home.
Survey 61
Item 37 We are happy here. My wife has excellent position. My son is a sophomore
in the district and I look forward to giving him his diploma in 3 years.
Item 37 I waited until my youngest had graduated to move.
Survey 71
Survey 74
Item 37 Support o f family.
Survey 78
Item 37 We wanted to stay in one district while our 2 boys were growing up. Our
second son graduates in two years.
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Survey 82
Item 37 I would not blame it on my family but I have not pursued other jobs that
might upset my family.
.Survey 91'
Item 37 My wife wants to be close to her 80 year old parents.
Survey98
Item 37 Age o f children and family proxmimity.
Survey 107
Item 37 I do not want to move my son now..
Survey 122
Item 37 Spouse does not want to move do to her career.
Survey 123
Item 37 Closer to wife’s family.
Survey 135
Item 37 My wife is currentely disabled and moving closer to family was a prime
consideration.
Survey 136
Item 37 Quality o f life.
Survey 147
Item 37 Spouse’s job.
Survey # 147
Item 37 - Spouse’s job
Survey# 152
Item 37 - Wife’s career
Survey# 162
Item 37 - Unwilling to relocate to another area
Survey# 165
Item 37 - Divorced, moved, remarried
Survey 192
Item 37 - Divorced and wanted to get a fresh start.
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Survey 212
Item 37-1 don’t want to move school age children unless the new area offers the
same opportunities as their present schools.
Survey 220
Item 37 - Impact on my spouse’s career and commute are major factors.
Survey 227
Item 37 - Wife is also a public school administrator; that fact limits my mobility.
Survey 241
Item 37-1 waited until the children were in college.
Survey 250
Item 37 - Wanted to be closer to my wife’s ailing mother.
Survey 252
Item 37 - Didn’t move when kids were in high school and that was tough.
Survey 265
Item 37 - Family does not want to move again.
Survey 255
Item 37 - My wife is a teacher and it is difficult for her to change positions.
Survey 272
Item 37 - 1am part of a family.
Survey 273
Item 37 - When children were in school, I didn’t want to move them. I waited until
they graduated from high school.
Survey 276
Item 37 - All o f our decisions relative to location are family decisions.
Survey 285
Item 37 - Every move I have ever made was predicated on improving life for my
family.
Survey 294
Item 37 - Ability to relocate spouse’s career.
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Survey 296
Item 37-1 waited to move to a larger district until my daughter graduated from high
school.
Survey 298
Item 37-1 drive 75 miles one way so that I do not have to move my family.
Survey 313
Item 37 - School for children; wife’s employment
Survey 314
Item 37 - Quality of life issues for children and spouse.
Survey 318
Item 37 - When my wife retired, we became more mobile.
Survey 328
Item 37 - My wife is a teacher in Gull Lake; I would like to join her.
Survey 340
Item 37 - Children still in school.
Survey 341
Item 37 - Kids needed to finish high school in one place.
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Definition of Criterion Variables
Questions 1 and 3 were used define the dependent variable for longevity.
Question #1 - Is this your first superintendency? If No, have you had two or
more positions in the past six years?

The majority of the superintendents returning this survey (66%) have been a
superintendent in two or more districts.
Question # 3 • How many years have you served in your current position?

Those having more than six years in their current position formed a slightly
smaller group than those having six years or less in their current position. Most o f the
responding superintendents had six years or less in their current position (n=164)
From the information generated by these two questions, the following criterion
variables were formed:
Criterion Variable I (CVI)
Group 0 * Leavers
■ I have more than one superintendency
■ I have six years or less in my current position.
• Combined
Group 1 • Stayers
■ I am in my first superintendency
• I have more than one superintendency
• I have more than six years in my currant position
a
Combined

n
Percent
115
33.6%
164
50.5%
78
22.8%
227
115
161
107

66.4%
33.6%
49.5%
31.3%

Criterion Variable I (CVH)
Group 0 « Leavers
m (have more than one superintendency
a
I have six years or (ess in my current position.
m Combined
Group 1 « Stayers
m (have more than one superintendency
a
( have more than six years in my current position
• Combined

n
Percent
115
33.6%
164
50.5%
22.8%
78
115
181
35

33.6%
49.5%
10.2%
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N u m b er of Years Served as a

Superintendent

Question # 2 - How many years have you served as a superintendent?

The average number of years a responding superintendent has served in that
capacity is 7.62 years.

Contrastof Number of Years Served as a Superintendent
Number of Years as Superintendent
n
Percent
0
20
5.8
1
34
9.9
2
38
11.1
3
19
5.6
4
14
4.1
5
20
5.8
6
19
5.6
7
19
5.6
8-9
25
7.3
10-11
30
8.8
12-13
26
7.6
14-15
25
7.3
16-30
36
10.5
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Variables Measured by Question Number
Education of the Superintendent is measured by question 4.
Ethnicity of the Superintendent is measured by question 5.
Age of the Superintendent is measured by question 6.
Gender of the Superintendent is measured by question 7.
Family status of the Superintendent is measured by question 8.
Salary of the Superintendent is measured by question 9.
Benefits in addition to salary is measured by question 10.
Perceived satisfaction o f the Superintendent is measured by question 11.
Issues that may cause a Superintendent to leave is measured by question 12.
Length of time the Superintendent lives within 25 miles o f current position is
measured by question 13.
Number and type o f factors that inhibit effectiveness is measured by question 14.
Average number o f hours per week spent in direct contact with board members is
measured by question 15.
Perceived quality of relationship with the current board is measured by question 16.
Importance of the quality of the relationship with the board is measured by question
17.

Importance of district’s MEAP scores to community, school board and staff is
measured by question 18.
Perceived solidarity with board by the Superintendent is measured by question 19.
Prevalence of community pressure groups is measured by question 20.
Perceived Superintendent turnover is measured by question 21.
Presence of a formal job description is measured by question 22.
Evaluation based on job description is measured by question 22A..
Regularity of evaluation is measured by question 23.
Outcome of last evaluation is measured by question 24.
Five year plan o f the Superintendent is measured by question 25.
Perceived stress o f the Superintendent is measured by question 26.
Type of community - Rural, Suburban, or Urban is measured by question 27.
Potential incentives to leave current position is measured by questions 28 - 32.
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Reasons for leaving prior position is measured by question 33.
Number of school districts worked for as a Superintendent is measured by question
34.
Longest time spent in a district as a Superintendent is measured by question 35.
Shortest time spent in a district as a Superintendent is measured by question 36.
Effect o f family on willingness to move to another Superintendency is measured by
question 37.
Type o f district moved from as a Superintendent is measured by question 38.
Effect of the results o f a bond election on decision to move is measured by question
39.
Perceived solidarity between Superintendent and past board is measured by question
40.
Importance of solidarity as a factor for leaving last position is measured by question
41
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Sally Hipp
Survey Code Book
Question

Code

Answer Code

Data Type

I

First

I = Yes, 0=No

Nominal
Nominal

F irstO
I = Yes, 0=No
1A
Note: Question IA is skipped if question I is Yes or 1

NOYS

# of Years as superintendent Ratio

NOYCP

# of Years in current position Ratio

HD

Highest Degree
Bachelors -1
Masters-2
Specialist - 3
Doctorate - 4

Nominal

Ethnic

Caucasian - 1
African American - 2
Hispanic-3
Asian - 4
O ther-5

Nominal

Age

Number reported - Left blank if
not reported

Ratio

GenderO - Male 1 - Female

Nominal

Family I - Single
Nominal
2 - Married without children
3. Married with children
4. Divorced
9.

Salary Reported as written
Ratio
Rounded to nearest hundred
No commas
Ex: 99659 = 99700

10.

Benefits

1 = Yes 0 = No
9 cells

Nominal
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Nominal

0=None
l=Little
2=Moderate
3= Considerate

11.

Satis

12.

Issues? 0=No l=Yes

12A

Issues

1-5
0=No, l=Yes

13.

Live

# of years reported
Ratio
0 = Superintendent does not live
within 25 miles of current position

14.

Factors 1-14

Nominal
Nominal

Nominal
0=No
l=Yes

15.

Hours

16

Quality4 = Excellent
3 = Good
2 = Average
1 =Poor

Nominal

17

Import 3 = crucial
2 = very important
I = important
0 = not important

Nominal

18

MEAP

4 crucial, 3 very imp. 2 imp 1 not

19.

Solid

4=ExceIlent, 3=Good, 2=Fair, l=Poor

20 .

Groups0=No, l=Yes, 2=Don’t KnowNominal

21.

Turoo

Reported as written
Ratio
Took average if there was a span 6-8
Took lowest number if two numbers given Ex: 2-3

0=Decreasing
l=Increasing
2=Remaining about the same
3=Don’t Know

Nominal
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22.

jobdes

l=yes
0=no

Nominal

22A

jobdes1

l=yes
0=no

Nominal

23.

Eval

Nominal
1 = Annually
2 = Every two years
3 = Every three years
4 = Not on regular intervals

24

Leval

3=Excellent
2=Good
l=Fair
0=Poor

Nominal

25.

5years

7 cells
Yes = 1
No =0

Nominal

26.

Stress

Nominal
0 = No stress
1 = Little stress
2 = Moderate stress
3 = Very great stress

27.

Cummun
Rural = 1
SuburbanUrban=3

Nominal

4 - Strongly Agree
3 - Agree
2 -Disagree
1 - Strongly Disagree

Ordinal

29. Big

Same as above.

Ordinal

30. Small-

Same as above

28.

Pay

Ordinal

31. Spouse Same as above
Ordinal
Questions 30,31 -(A 1 was changed to a4; a3 to a 2; a 2 to a 3)
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32. Pension-

4 -StronglyAgree
3 - Agree
2 -Disagree
1 - Strongly Disagree

Ordinal

Respondents stopped here if this was their first superintendency.
33. Left 16 responses Yes = 1; No = 0

Nominal

34. Many

Recorded number as written Ratio

35. Ltime

Recorded number as written Ratio

35. Stime

Recorded number as written Ratio

37. Fstatus

Yes = 1; No = 0

Nominal

37A If yes, please explain - remarks recorded on next page.
38. Type

9 responses - Yes = 1; No= 0

Nominal

39. Results

Yes = 1 No = 0

Nominal

40. Pastbd

3 = excellent
2 = good
1 = fair
0= poor

Nominal

41. Sfactor-

Crucial = 3
Very Important = 2
Somewhat Important = I
Not Important = 0

Nominal
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